Tab asta\u27zen ana ba\u27a: a corpus-based study of three discourse markers in Egyptian film language by Ismail, Ahmad
American University in Cairo 
AUC Knowledge Fountain 
Theses and Dissertations 
6-1-2015 
Tab asta'zen ana ba'a: a corpus-based study of three discourse 
markers in Egyptian film language 
Ahmad Ismail 
Follow this and additional works at: https://fount.aucegypt.edu/etds 
Recommended Citation 
APA Citation 
Ismail, A. (2015).Tab asta'zen ana ba'a: a corpus-based study of three discourse markers in Egyptian film 
language [Master’s thesis, the American University in Cairo]. AUC Knowledge Fountain. 
https://fount.aucegypt.edu/etds/79 
MLA Citation 
Ismail, Ahmad. Tab asta'zen ana ba'a: a corpus-based study of three discourse markers in Egyptian film 
language. 2015. American University in Cairo, Master's thesis. AUC Knowledge Fountain. 
https://fount.aucegypt.edu/etds/79 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by AUC Knowledge Fountain. It has been accepted for 
inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of AUC Knowledge Fountain. For more 
information, please contact mark.muehlhaeusler@aucegypt.edu. 
The American University in Cairo 
 
 
School of Humanities and Social Sciences 
 
 
ṭab asta'zen ana ba'a: A corpus-based study of 




A Thesis Submitted to 
 
 





in partial fulfillment of the 
 












CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  2 
 
Abstract  
This is a corpus-based study focusing on the analysis of three highly frequent discourse 
markers (DMs) in Egyptian Colloquial Arabic, namely ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab. Based on a 
purposeful sample of seven Egyptian films, ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab have been analyzed 
qualitatively using the corpus software WordSmith Tools. The analysis shows that these markers 
fulfill a multitude of functions and can operate (sometimes simultaneously) on discourse and 
interpersonal levels. Since DMs enhance discourse coherence and signal speakers‘ attitudes, thus 
facilitating interaction, it is reasonable to expect that insufficient or incorrect use of DMs by 
learners of Arabic as a foreign language would impede efficient communication or even lead to 
intercultural pragmatic failure. As important components of pragmatic and intercultural 
competence, DMs should be given more emphasis in Arabic language classrooms. The study 
ends by suggesting a number of corpus-based classroom activities aimed at raising students' 
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Transcription conventions (Adapted from El Shimi, 1992) 
Broad phonetic transcription rather than narrow is used for the Arabic data. 
The Arabic short vowel symbols are: 
[a] as in ḥarb (war) 
[e] as in fehem (he understood) 
[o] as in šorb (drinking) 
 
The long vowel symbols are: 
[ā] as in fāt (he passed) 
[ē] as in fēn (where) 
[ī] as in tīn (figs) 
[ō] as in kōra (ball) 
[ū] as in ṣūra (picture) 
 
The consonant symbols shared with English are: 
/b/, /t/, /d/, /k/, /g/, /m/, /n/, /l/, /f/, /s/, /z/, /š/, /ʒ/, /h/, /y/ 
The consonant symbols specific to Arabic are : 
/'/ a glottal stop, as in 'ām (he rose) 
/q/  a uvular voicelss plosive, as in qanūn (law) 
/r/ a trill, as in rāḥ (he left) 
/ḫ/ a voiceless fricative, as in ḫāf (he was frightened) 
/ğ/ a voiced fricative, as in ğani (rich) 
/ḥ/  a pharyngeal voiceless fricative, as in ḥayā (life) 
/ʕ/ a pharyngeal voiced fricative, as in ʕamd (deliberate) 
 
The velarized sounds are: 
/ṭ/ as in ṭār (he flew) 
/ḍ/ as in ḍarb (beating) 
/ṣ/ as in ṣōt (voice) 
/ẓ/ as in ẓarīf (cute) 
 
Lengthened consonants are represented by doubling the symbol. 
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CHAPTER 1—INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Rationale of the Study and Statement of the Problem 
1.1.1 Definition and Importance of Discourse Markers 
The term discourse marker (DM) is used as an umbrella term for a group of items 
occurring outside the clause. They function more at the discourse plane than at the grammatical 
plane. Typically, they have low semantic and syntactic values, but a high pragmatic value. 
Famous examples from the English language include words or phrases like, well, now, but, so, 
because, then, you know, I mean. (O‘Keeffe, Clancy, & Adolphs, 2011, p. 155) Even though 
recent advances in research (especially in corpus linguistics) have expanded our knowledge of 
DMs, it remains a challenge to accurately describe them in neat and tidy definitions.  
Discourse markers are often idiosyncratic and untranslatable: no perfect equivalents can 
be found in other languages. Yet, there are few features of any language that reveal the cultural 
specificity of a given speech community better than its discourse markers. Moreover, DMs are 
ubiquitous, and their frequency in spoken language is strikingly high. ―Their meaning is crucial 
to the interaction mediated by speech; they express the speaker‘s attitude towards the addressee 
or towards the situation spoken about, his assumptions, his intentions, his emotions. If learners of 
a language failed to master the meaning of its particles [that is, DMs], their communicative 
competence would be drastically impaired‖ (Wierzbicka, p. 341). Furthermore, discourse 
markers ―add greatly to the discourse repertoire of a learner in terms of oral fluency‖ (O‘Keeffe 
et al., 2001, p. 157). The same view is shared by McCarthy (2002) and O‘Keeffe et al. (2007).  
But despite all the difficulties associated with DMs, ―It is important to remember that these items 
exist in all languages so language learners will not find them unusual‖ (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, p. 
161). 
1.1.2 Theoretical Frameworks 
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There are three distinct theoretical orientations within which DMs are discussed. The first 
theory is relevance theory (RT), and is associated with the name of Diane Blakemore (2002). 
Blakemore contributed to RT, originally developed by Sperber and Wilson  (1986), by applying it 
to the study of discourse markers. Blakemore never defines DMs, however, maintaining that they 
do not form a coherent set of linguistic items. Her main contribution is the distinction she makes 
between conceptual and procedural meaning. Conceptual meaning roughly coincides with truth-
conditional meaning, while procedural meaning roughly corresponds to non truth-conditional 
meaning.  
The second theory is set forth by Bruce Fraser (1996). He claims that sentence meaning 
consists of two parts: propositional content and a set of discourse markers. He further claims that 
sentence meaning encodes four types of messages: 1) A single basic message: which corresponds 
to the propositional content; 2) Commentary messages: messages commenting on the basic 
message; 3) Parallel messages: messages added to the basic message; 4) Discourse messages: 
messages marking the link between the basic message of a sentence and the preceding discourse. 
Fraser maintains that different types of discourse markers correspond to different types of 
messages: Basic Markers (e.g., please); Commentary Markers (e.g., sentence adverbials such as 
frankly, certainly); Parallel Markers (e.g. Sir, Your Honor, damned); and Discourse Markers (e.g., 
and, so, but). Fraser (2005) provides his own definition of discourse markers, elaborating on their 
different functional classes.  
A third approach to the study of discourse markers is that proposed by Deborah Schiffrin 
(1987). Using interview data, she adopts a perspective on discourse that involves the integration 
of structural, semantic, pragmatic, and social factors. She argues that discourse markers (DMs)  
function on a number of distinct planes of discourse. In Schiffrin‘s view, DMs should be 
explored for their role in integrating ―knowing, meaning, saying and doing‖ (Schiffrin, p. 29). 
Although she never defines DMs, she offers certain criteria which can be used to identify them. 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  12 
 
Schiffrin studies DMs from the perspective of discourse coherence, asking whether DMs create 
coherence or merely display it.  
1.1.3 Studies of Discourse Markers in Egyptian Colloquial Arabic 
Searches in the American University in Cairo (AUC) library and in Google Scholar 
yielded two studies. The first study is an AUC MA dissertation by Amani El Shimi written in 
1992. She explores the functions of the discourse marker yaʕni in Educated Egyptian Arabic. The 
second study is a PhD thesis written in 1993 by Atef Ghobrial under the supervision of Bruce 
Fraser at Boston University. Largely based on unstructured interviews, the study investigates the 
discourse markers yaʕni, ṭayyeb, and enta ʕāref. 
1.1.4 Advantages of Corpus-Based Studies over Traditional Methodologies (Interviews, 
Role Plays, Discourse Completion Tasks, etc.)  
Corpus-based studies do not rely on intuition, and, compared to conventional 
methodologies, corpus samples are huge, which adds to the objectivity and validity of the results. 
Corpora can also be used to study a great variety of topics in linguistics, including grammar, 
vocabulary, and pragmatics. 
1.1.5 Notable Examples of Corpus-Based Studies of Discourse Markers 
Among the pragmatic phenomena that are now part of a steadily growing body of work in 
corpus-based research are discourse markers. Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2006) compiled 
studies of DMs in a number of different languages. Stenström (2006) compares English and 
Spanish DMs. Lewis (2006) contrasts adversative relational markers in English and French. The 
word surely and its Spanish equivalent are the focus of a study by Downing (2006), while 
Johansson (2006) conducts a study of well and its counterpart in German and Norwegian. A 
number of corpus-based studies have also compared native and non-native usages of discourse 
markers, although this is not the focus of the present thesis.  
1.1.6 Statement of the Problem 
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This thesis attempts to bridge a gap that exists between the rapid proliferation, in English 
and other languages, of corpus-based research on discourse markers in recent years and the near 
total absence of such research in spoken Arabic. The study will benefit not only Arabic linguists, 
sociolinguists, pragmaticists and discourse analysts, but also teachers of Arabic as a foreign 
language. An overview of  existing TAFL materials (books, syllabi, internet resources) shows a 
remarkable lack of emphasis on discourse markers, the reasons for which could be the topic of 
another MA thesis. Do language. teachers avoid teaching DMs because of their idiosyncrasy and 
untranslatability? Or do they perhaps underestimate the importance of those little seemingly 
insignificant words in spoken interaction? Regardless of the answer, this thesis should contribute 
to a deeper  understanding of DMs, which in turn should help the Arabic teacher present them to 
his or her students in a more systematic way. Research has indeed shown that absence of explicit 
instruction in the use of DMs can lead to pragmatic fossilization (Trillo, 2002).  
Time and space limits have prevented the author from exploring more than three 
discourse markers in this thesis. ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab have been selected for their very high 
frequency compared to other DMs. In addition, for a large number of learners of Egyptian 
Colloquial Arabic (based on the author's teaching experience), ba'a is a word that means all and 
nothing. Very few indeed have mastered it, with most learners overusing, underusing, or 
misusing it. 
1.2 Research Questions 
The study addresses four research questions: 
1) What are the different functions of the discourse markers ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab? This research 
question is further divided into three sub-questions: 
 What is the role of ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab in coherence? 
 What is the role of ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab in interpersonal management? 
 What is the role of ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab in speech act marking? 
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2) What is the syntactic behavior of ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab? This research question is further 
divided into two sub-questions: 
 What are the frequencies of ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab in different clause positions 
(clause-initial, clause-medial, clause-final)? 
 What are the frequencies of ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab in different sentence types 
(declarative, interrogative, imperative)? 
3) What is the collocational behavior of ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab? 
4) What are the pattern/function associations for ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab? (For example, how is a 
change in pattern, e.g. position of a discourse marker in the clause, associated with a change 
in function?) 
1.3 Important Definitions 
Collocation ―refers to the habitual co-occurence of words, for example blond and hair‖ 
(Sinclair, 1996). As McCarthy et al (2009) define it, collocation means the way words combine 
to form pairs which occur frequently together. 
Concordance according to Sinclair is ―an index to the places in a text where particular 
words and phrases occur‖ (2003, p. 173). ―[T]he software programmes used to generate 
concordances generally present results in a Key Word in Context (KWIC) format, which features 
a node word, the subject of the query by the researcher, surrounded by the co-text, words that 
occur before and after it‖ (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, p. 13). 
Discourse Markers have several functions. Their main function is ―to organise stretches 
of text or conversation‖, for example, marking openings, closings, marking the introduction of a 
new topic, marking a move to a new part of a story or argument, focusing on or emphasising a 
topic, marking a return to an earlier topic after an interruption or digression, or marking the 
sequence of items in a list (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, pp. 157-158). 
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Interactional Markers ―most typically items such as you know, I mean, are a central 
feature of conversation. Their main function is as monitors, on the part of the speaker, of the 
ongoing delivery of speech. Hence, they are very much listener-oriented devices. The speaker 
uses them in an attempt to make the message clearer and to mark what is shared as well as what 
is new information‖ (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, p. 158). 
Multi-Word Units (Greaves & Warren, 2010) are referred to in corpus-based studies using 
expressions such as routine formulae (Coulmas, 1979), lexicalised stems (Pawley & Syder, 
1983), formulaic sequences (Wray, 2002; Schmitt, 2004), chunks (O'Keeffe et al., 2007), and 
lexical bundles (Biber et al., 1999; Biber & Conrad, 1999). 
Pragmatic Competence relates to a ―set of internalised rules of how to use language in 
socio-culturally appropriate ways, taking into account the participants in a communicative 
interaction and features of the context within which the interaction takes place‖ (Celce-Murcia & 
Olshtain, 2000, p. 19). 
Pragmatic Marker is used ―as an umbrella term for a number of items that occur outside 
the clause. They operate more at a discourse level than at a grammatical level. While they may 
have low syntactic or semantic value, they have high pragmatic value‖ (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, p. 
155). Carter and McCarthy (2006) include three subcategories under the category pragmatic 
marker: discourse markers, interactional markers, and response tokens. 
Relevance Theory is an attempt by Sperber and Wilson (1995) ―to provide a cognitive 
account of how we understand what we hear.‖ They ―maintain that the four Gricean maxims can 
be subsumed under the one overriding super-maxim of relation – a speaker's utterance should be 
relevant to previous utterances in the conversation‖ (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, p. 75). 
Response Tokens ―refer to the short utterances, such as mm, yeah, oh really, and non-
verbal surrogates such as head nods and shoulder shrugs that listeners utter or make by way of 
response to what a speaker is saying‖ (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, p. 160). 
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CHAPTER 2— LITERATURE REVIEW    
Although research on discourse markers (henceforth DM) has increased dramatically over the 
past three decades (Lewis, 2014, p. 96), it is not an easy task to form a coherent theoretical model of 
the semantics/pragmatics of DMs. This difficulty is due to the extraordinary variability of DM research. 
Studies vary in terms of the languages focused on, the type of DMs selected, the terms employed, the 
functions under consideration, the problems addressed, and the methodologies used. Given this 
remarkable theoretical variety and the lack of an all-encompassing model, some researchers favor an 
eclectic approach. By way of a specific example, El Shimi (1992), in her analysis of yaʕni, draws on 
two quite different theoretical frameworks, namely Schiffrin's model and Leech's Interpersonal 
Rhetoric (p. 35). Even though El Shimi's study was published nearly a quarter century ago, the field of 
DM studies has not changed significantly in the sense that it is still ―often very difficult to find the bits 
and pieces that constitute an original model of the meanings and functions of discourse particles‖ 
(Fischer, 2006, p. 1). 
This overview is an attempt to make some sense of the bewildering diversity of DM studies. 
Taking care not to oversimplify, a review is provided of the spectrum of approaches to discourse 
markers. These are usually presented as binary oppositions: synchronic vs diachronic, semantic vs 
pragmatic, formal vs functional, linguistic vs cognitive, etc. Despite the complexity and heterogeneity 
of the DM research field, there are four central questions which need to be addressed (Fischer, 2006, p. 
2). These will be dealt with in the following subsections. 
2.1 Defining Discourse Markers 
The first question has to do with the definitional status of discourse markers. A good definition 
should address the following points: a) The distinction between DMs and other similar linguistic items, 
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such as modals, conjunctions, and adverbs. b) The categorization of discourse markers. That is, whether 
a DM is a semantic, syntactic, or functional category. c) The type of definition used; whether it is based 
on necessary and sufficient conditions or on prototypes and family resemblances. d) The terminology 
employed and the justification for it. The two most common terms used are discourse particle and 
discourse marker, which mirror different conceptualizations of the items under investigation.  
The term discourse particle evokes small monomorphemic words, thus setting apart particles 
from larger linguistic entities which perform similar tasks, like phrasal idioms. However, the term 
particle is problematic in several respects. Since the object it designates is prototypically small, 
uninflected words (e.g. well), it unnecessarily tends to exclude larger multi-word items that have very 
similar discoursal functions. Similarly, as the label particle implies a lexical item, it eliminates non-
linguistic discourse-marking phenomena, like speech pauses, hesitations, and false starts. Moreover, a 
particle in one language can be expressed using a whole phrase in another language, thus undermining 
the importance of formal features as a defining criterion of discourse-marking expressions. These are 
some serious flaws of a purely formal terminology.  
The term discourse marker is not unproblematic either. It has been argued that the term marker 
is more inclusive, and hence better, than the term particle since it avoids the arbitrary formal 
limitations associated with the latter. Yet the first major problem of a purely functional label, like 
marker, is that it appears to be too inclusive. Discourse-marking tasks can indeed be fulfilled by a large 
variety of linguistic and metalinguistic devices, like tag questions and parenthetic clauses. In practice, 
however, researchers who use the term discourse marker usually focus on linguistic items which are 
prototypically particles. Furthermore, they usually do not take into account non-linguistic practices, 
such as hesitations and pauses, which reveals that they do not use the term discourse marker in purely 
functional terms, and that formal properties, like lexicalization and idiomatization, are taken into 
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consideration.  
Although the label pragmatic marker is sometimes used interchangeably with discourse 
marker, some authors (Aijmer, Foolen, & Simon-Vandenbergen, 2006; Carter & McCarthy, 2006; 
Foolen, 2001; Fraser, 1996; Hansen, 2006) use it as a more general functional term that includes 
discourse markers, interactional markers, response tokens, politeness markers, and hesitation markers. 
(Instead of unnecessarily shifting back and forth between the labels pragmatic marker and discourse 
marker, this study will generally stick to the latter more common term)  
Finally, according to some linguists, the term marker should be abandoned altogether because 
the items that are dubbed discourse markers do not, in their view, mark anything; they create meaning 
like any other lexical item. In other words, DMs have encoded meanings in the mental lexicon, and 
they are not simply signposts or, to use El Shimi's expression, ―functional punctuation marks‖ (1992, p. 
34) devoid of semantic content. For some analysts, however, marking and creating are not a matter of 
either/or. A DM can perform either role depending on the context. Consider example (1): 
(1) Tom is home but Ben is out. (Blakemore, 2002, p. 37) 
But simply marks the contrast between being home and being out. In other words, if but were removed, 
the hearer could still perceive the contrast between being home and being out. Hence the role of but 
here is simply to foreground this contrast. Note, however, example (2): 
(2) Elizabeth has always been a very submissive wife, but she reads a lot of books 
(Hansen, 2006, p. 26) 
Here, the contrast is created by the DM but. The speaker implies that a contrast ―between wifely 
submission and extensive book reading had never before occurred to the hearer‖ (Hansen, 2006, p. 26). 
Had the marker but been missing, the hearer would not spontaneously discern a contrast between 
wifely submission and avid reading. That is, the simple juxtaposition of the arguments is not enough 
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for the addressee to infer the intended relation. The ability of DMs to create or actively construct 
meaning undermines the view that optionality is the defining property of DMs. By that is meant the 
possibility to omit a marker without essentially changing the sense of its host utterance.  
The ―marking-or-creating‖ debate outlined above still leaves us with an important question. In 
cases where DMs are optional, why do we sometimes use them while at other times we do not? Lewis 
(2006, p. 57) notes that in most languages discourse relations are generally implicated, and only in a 
minority of cases are they overtly flagged by DMs. According to Lewis, there are three possible 
explanations for this tendency towards implicit communication. One is politeness: Attitudinal, speaker-
based meanings, like evaluations or judgments, are potentially face threatening, and one good strategy 
for saving face is to invite inferences instead of being explicit, thus leaving room for a possible retreat. 
The second explanation is an argumentative one: Inducing the listener to draw his/her own conclusions 
could be more powerful than conveying an explicit message. The third explanation for preferring 
implicitness is simply economy, knowing that most discourse relations do not need clarifications. 
A third perspective on discourse marking, represented by Diane Blakemore (2002), points to a 
conception of DMs that takes its point of departure in relevance theory (Sperber, Wilson, He, & Ran, 
1986), which is situated within a cognitive framework. Thus Wilson and Sperber (1993) maintain that 
―the primary bearers of truth conditions are not utterances but conceptual representations‖ (p. 23). 
Along these lines, Blakemore argues that in order to gain a satisfactory understanding of DMs, our 
point of focus should be the cognitive processes (inferences, assumptions, beliefs, etc.) and not 
utterances. She makes a distinction between conceptual meaning and procedural meaning. The former 
roughly corresponds to propositional or truth conditional meaning, while the latter is close to non-
propositional or non-truth conditional meaning. DMs, she points out, encode procedural meaning. By 
this is meant that they instruct the cognitive process of inferencing to take a particular inferential route, 
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and thus help the hearer to recover the intended meaning. In other words, they constrain the inferential 
computations involved in utterance interpretation. Witness, for example, the following sequence: 
(3) (a) Tom can open Ben‘s safe. (b) He knows the combination. (Blakemore, 2002, p. 78) 
This sequence could be interpreted in two ways. The first interpretation is that utterance (b) is 
understood as evidence for the proposition expressed by utterance (a). The second interpretation is that 
utterance (b) is understood as a conclusion derived from utterance (a). Now consider the same 
sequence, only this time the segments are connected by discourse markers (Blakemore, 2002, p. 79): 
(4) Tom can open Ben‘s safe. So he knows the combination. 
(5) Tom can open Ben‘s safe. After all, he knows the combination. 
In example (4), the DM so instructs the inferential process to take the conclusion route, whereas in 
example (5), the DM After all guides the inferential computations towards the evidence route. These 
examples illustrate how different DMs can encode different inferential procedures, and how speakers 
can make use of these linguistic devices to better communicate their intentions. 
2.2 Interpreting Discourse Markers 
The second question concerns the quality of the interpretations given to DMs. The different 
readings of a DM should be precise, exhaustive, and finite. The interpretations should accurately 
describe the relationship between a DM and its surrounding context in such a way that contextual 
factors (or contextualization cues) adequately contribute to the disambiguation of these interpretations. 
This context includes structural (e.g. syntax and prosody), sequential (e.g. position in the turn), 
situational, and sociocultural dimensions.  
2.3 Interrelating Discourse Marker Readings 
The third question addresses the relationship among the different DM readings and the 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  22 
 
relationship between these readings and the particle lexeme. Failing to make conceptual connections 
between different uses of a DM implies that these items are treated as homonymous, that is, as 
completely unrelated items that happen to have the same phonetic realization.  
2.4 Relating Discourse Markers to More General Linguistic Issues 
The fourth question attempts to situate DM research in a broader linguistic context. For 
example, how DM studies can shed light on the semantics/pragmatics interface or on linguistic 
typology. 
2.5 Which Units Do Discourse Markers Mark? 
The debate is still open as to how to accurately describe the units of discourse that discourse 
markers are assumed to mark or connect. Some scholars speak of discourse segments or discourse 
utterances. Others find this characterization too narrow, because DMs can also link implicit or 
presupposed utterances. Hence their preference for the term discourse content over discourse segment. 
Other authors, like Schiffrin (1988), still find the term content inadequate because it tends to exclude 
many of the uses of discourse markers. In her account, discourse units can include turns of talk or 
speech acts. Because DMs can refer to different discourse domains (or planes, to use Schiffrin's term), 
they have been characterized in Schiffrin's model as ―indexicals‖. Indeed for many authors (Aijmer & 
Simon-Vandenbergen, 2003; Diewald, 2006; El Shimi 1992; Fischer, 2006; Frank-Job, 2006; Schiffrin, 
1988) deixis is considered a key feature of DMs. For instance, in El Shimi's study (1992), yaʕni is 
deictic on the grounds that it operates on the textual, ideational, and interpersonal domains (p. 3).  
Other analysts, such as Hansen (2006), conceptualize the discourse domains to which DMs may 
refer in terms of a hierarchy of ―levels‖ (p. 22). The nature of the speech event pertains to the most 
global level. DMs can also operate on a more local level, namely the sequential environment of the 
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DM. That is, the utterances surrounding the utterance the contains the discourse marker. These often 
include more than the immediately adjacent segments. Deemed by Hansen to be of utmost importance, 
this local level has been given due attention in this corpus-based study, taking advantage of the 
concordancer's ability to vary the length of context accompanying the node (the DM) or, if more 
context is needed, to give access to the source text by simply double-clicking the concordance line in 
question. Finally the microlevel refers to the level of the host utterance, that is, the utterance containing 
or hosting the discourse marker. According to Hansen, hearers could decide on a specific interpretation 
of a DM by simultaneously integrating information from all three levels, using mechanisms similar to 
those used in reading comprehension, like bottom-up and top-down processing.  
Hansen's hierarchy of levels is comparable to another important concept in DM research, 
namely scope. Scope ―corresponds to the size of  the  portion  of  discourse‖ (Waltereit, 2006, p. 75) 
upon which a DM can act. DMs are known for their scope variability, that is, they can have scope over 
parts of discourse ranging from intraclausal units to complete turns comprised of several sentences. 
Other researchers (Lewis, 2006), however, are of the opinion that discourse segments are not syntactic 
but rather information structural. Lewis further points out that discourse relations imply a certain 
asymmetry between the related arguments: One argument is presented as more foregrounded or salient 
than the other. Thus DMs also fulfil an information structuring role, backgrounding or foregrounding 
their host segments (p. 47). 
It may have been noted that the perspectives discussed thus far in this subsection assume that 
DMs relate units of discourse. Although DMs typically have a relational function, it is not invariably 
the case: Stance marking, it has been argued, does not involve a relating or linking function. The same 
is true for a number of other discourse marking devices, like interjections and feedback signals. On that 
view, the relating function as such can not be taken to be the defining characteristic of DMs. 
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2.6 The Concept of Integratedness 
Not only is it important to identify the discourse units that discourse markers act upon, but also 
the degree to which DMs are integrated in these units. Proposed by Fischer (2006), integratedness is a 
dimension that can account for some of the heterogeneity of approaches to DMs. She identifies two 
opposite poles on a continuum. On one end, there are DMs that are highly integrated in their host 
utterances, such as connectives. On the other end, we find highly unintegrated DMs that can even 
constitute stand-alone utterances, like interjections. The degree of integratedness of a particular DM is 
determined not only at the syntactic level, but also at semantic and prosodic levels.  
According to Fischer, DM researchers can be classified along the dimension of integratedness, 
with some focusing on integrated items, while others concentrating on unintegrated items. These 
choices have important implications for the types of DM functions observed by each group of 
researchers. Those who analyze integrated DMs focus more on the connecting, coherence-related 
functions. In contrast, linguists who study unintegrated DMs tend to address functions pertaining to 
conversation management, like turn taking and topic structure. Besides, these two groups diverge in the 
kind of data they work with. Analysts who study integrated DMs usually work with written texts, 
whereas analysts investigating unintegrated DMs are more interested in spoken language. Nevertheless, 
this integrated/unintegrated division is not absolute. Several scholars indeed study DMs from the two 
poles. What is more, a DM can be integrated or unintegrated depending on the context. 
2.7 The Polyfunctionality of Discourse Markers 
The relationship between the phonological/orthographic form of a DM and its different 
interpretations has been dealt with in various ways, which can be grouped under three major 
approaches: Monosemy, homonymy, and polysemy approaches (Fischer, 2006). In monosemic analyses 
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of DMs, a single core meaning is posited, and individual interpretations of a DM are, therefore, the 
result of pragmatic processes and  not directly related to the item itself. ―The burden of interpretation‖, 
so to speak, is left to pragmatics (Hansen, 2006, p. 24). Within the monosemy approach, various 
models exist, which try to account for the various DM senses by identifying the mechanisms which 
relate the core invariant meaning to the different possible readings. For example, the model can provide 
a general mechanism through which a particular meaning is instantiated in context. Another model 
conceptualizes the core meaning as an abstract schematic representation and the different senses as 
richer and more fully specified instances of the core sense. In other words, ―[t]he individual readings all 
contain the core component plus further specifications‖ (Fischer, 2006, p. 14).  
The homonymy approach, on the other hand, stands in opposition to the monosemy approach. 
Here the different readings of a DM are conceived of as distinct meanings, without assuming any 
relationship between these meanings. Homonymy interpretations hardly exist in DM research. In 
between these two poles (i.e. monosemy and homonymy), there are numerous perspectives which can 
be grouped under the polysemy approach. In a polysemic interpretation, distinct DM meanings are 
acknowledged and are assumed to be related in one way or another. This relationship could be 
metaphorical, metonymic, or could apply to other conceptual or pragmatic domains. Researchers who 
favor the polysemy approach usually take a diachronic perspective to account for the functional 
variability of DMs.  
According to Diana Lewis, a defendant of the diachronic approach, some discourse-marking 
expressions can split over time to the point of developing opposite senses. A case in point is the 
polysemous DM in fact which can be employed either to preface a reinforcement of an argument or to 
preface a refutation of an argument (2006, p. 51). Compared to monosemy, polysemy is more dynamic 
in that it 
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allows for the conventionalization of new senses of morphemes and constructions, based on 
frequently occurring contextual modulations of situated occurrences. These new senses are 
themselves subject to contextual modulations and subsequent conventionalization of the latter, 
such that the most recently created sense of a given item may in principle be quite far removed 
from the meaning of its ultimate diachronic origin (Hansen, 2006, p. 36). 
In the case of discourse markers, the historic process described in the aforementioned quote has 
been termed pragmaticalization. It is ―the process by which a syntagma or word form, in a given 
context, changes its propositional meaning in favor of an essentially metacommunicative, discourse 
interactional meaning‖ (Frank-Job, 2006, p. 361). Frank-Job notes this phenomenon involves a process 
of routinization which results in ―formally detectable features‖ of discourse markers (Frank-Job, 2006, 
p. 364). According to her, pragmaticalization of a linguistic item is accompanied by five formal 
features: frequency, phonetic reduction, syntactic isolation, co-occurrence in contiguity, and deletion. 
Frequency. Discourse markers have a much higher frequency of occurrence than the lexemes 
from which they are derived. A well-known example is the English DM well, which is used 
approximately every 150 words (Svartvik, 1980, p. 169). Another interesting feature of DMs, Frank-
Job observes, is its co-occurence with other discourse markers. Using examples from Italian, she shows 
that co-occurring DMs do not necessarily perform the same discoursal function. Similarly, Gülich 
argues that amount of DMs co-occurring in a certain place correlates with the structural significance of 
their place in the discourse.  
Phonetic reduction. This is a natural consequence of frequency of use. The more frequent a 
word is used, the more it loses of its phonetic bulk, resulting in reduced or weak forms.  
Syntactic isolation. Turning our attention now to syntax, we observe that the notion of 
syntactic isolation is analogous to Fischer's concept of unintegratedness (see Section 2.6). To illustrate 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  27 
 
how DMs become syntactically isolated, Frank-Job discusses the Italian DM guarda, which is 
originally a transitive verb (meaning look!) requiring an accusative complement. As the verb evolves 
into a full-fledged discourse marker, it no longer requires an object.  
Co-occurrence in contiguity. As discourse markers undergo a process of semantic bleaching, 
losing their original rich semantic meaning, they can still co-occur with their lexical source in the same 
linguistic context.  
Deletion. As pointed out by Bazzanella (1990) and other authors, removing the DM should not 
alter the content of the utterance. By content here is meant the propositional or truth-conditional 
content.  
After conducting extensive diachronic studies, Traugott and Dasher (2001) have identified 
unidirectional tendencies of semantic change, including the tendency for senses to become increasingly 
subjective. That is, forms indicating objective, ideational, external senses acquire subjective, speaker-
based, internal senses in the course of time. However, once the change has taken place, both uses 
become synchronically available, and a discourse-marking item can even be used to ―express 
simultaneously [emphasis added] both external and speaker-oriented relations‖ (Lewis, 2006, p. 49).  
Lewis (2006) also observes that certain DMs are used only to mark speaker-oriented, attitudinal 
relations, like after all which can only preface the reason for the utterer's stance and can not signal an 
external causal link, whereas because can indicate both external and internal links. The existence of 
DMs that are ―blocked for use‖ (Lewis, 2006, p. 50) in one domain and not the other is, according to 
Lewis, evidence against the monosomy model, which posits a single core meaning for a DM and 
regards the different interpretations as pragmatic side-effects of the contexts in which they occur. The 
single core model fails to explain the lack of ―synchronic productivity‖ (Lewis, 2006, p. 50), lending 
support to the hypothesis that these differences (i.e. the observation that some DMs are domain-
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dependent while others are not) are semantically, and not pragmatically, motivated. 
2.8 Discourse Markers and the Turn Taking Organization 
Discourse marker analysts differ greatly in the importance they ascribe to the turn taking 
system. Whereas Hansen (1998, pp. 113–128), for example, argues that DMs are too versatile to act 
upon formal units like the turn, thus excluding this level of analysis from the scope of DM coverage, 
Frank-Job claims that ―the first and basic function of DMs lies on the level of the succession of turns‖ 
(Frank- Job, 2006, p. 372). Roulet (2006) agrees with Hansen that the turn taking system should be 
removed from the scope of DMs, not because DMs are too dynamic to act upon turns, but rather 
because turns are ―ill defined‖ units (p. 117). 
2.9 Response Tokens 
Treated by several scholars as a subclass of discourse markers, response tokens (henceforth RT) 
are ―conversational objects that indicate that a piece of talk by speaker [sic] has been registered by the 
recipient of that talk.‖ They claim that ―talk by another has been heard, acknowledged, perhaps 
understood or agreed with or treated as news, or not news‖ (Gardner, 2001, p. 14). Listener response 
can be minimal or nonminimal. Minimal responses ―satisfy the minimal requirements of 
acknowledging receipt, showing understanding of the incoming talk, and keeping the back-channel 
open.‖ They are ―enough to maintain the economy and transactional efficiency of the talk‖ (McCarthy, 
2003, p. 43). Notable examples of minimal responses include Yes/Yeah and Okay in English and ṭab 
and ṭayyeb in Egyptian Colloquial Arabic (ECA). Nonminimal response tokens, on the other hand, ―do 
more than just acknowledge or confirm, and show engagement and interactional bonding with 
interlocutors (McCarthy, 2002, p. 49). To use McCarthy‘s expression, nonminimal response tokens are 
yes-plus words. Examples would be That’s great!, wonderful!, and perfect! in English or Tamām!, 
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Gamīl!, and ʕaẓīm! In ECA. 
According to O‘Keeffe and Adolphs (2008, p. 16,17), RTs have four broad functions in casual 
conversation, as Table 1 shows: 
Table 1 Types of Response Tokens 
Type of token Function Typical examples  
 
Continuer tokens Maintain the flow of the 
discourse. 
Minimal forms such as Yeah, 
mm. 
Convergence tokens Markers of 
agreement/convergence. 
They are linked to points in the 
discourse:  
1) where there is a topic 
boundary or closure  
2) where there is a need to 
converge on an understanding of 
what is common ground or 
shared knowledge between 
participants.  
 
Many forms can perform this 
function such as:  
 single word items: yeah  
 follow-up questions such 
as did you?, is she?  
 short statements, e.g. 
agreeing statements: 
yeah it's pretty sad.  
 
Engagement tokens  
 
Markers of high engagement 
where addressee(s) respond on 
an affective level to the content 
of the message. These 
backchannels express genuine 
emotional responses such as 
surprise, shock, horror, 
sympathy, empathy and so on.  
 
They manifest in many forms 
for example:  
 single-word forms, such 
as excellent, absolutely  
 short statements, 
repetitions: that's nice, 
oh wow, oh really  
 follow-up questions: did 
you? 
Information receipt tokens  
 
Markers of points in the 
discourse where adequate 
information has been received. 
These responses can impose a 
boundary in the discourse and 
can signal a point of topic 
transition or closure, and they 
can be indicative of 
asymmetrical discourse.  
 
Right and okay 
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O‘Keeffe and Adolphs‘continuer tokens and information receipt tokens roughly correspond to 
McCarthy‘s minimal response tokens, while convergence tokens and engagement tokens can be 
considered nonminimal tokens. RTs could be backchannels, like continuers, acknowledgments, and 
brief agreements, giving continuity to the speaker, or they could constitute full turns. However 
McCarthy (2003, p. 32) notes that backchannels and full turns should not be conceived of as distinct 
categories, but rather as parts of a continuum or cline, observing that in real conversations it is often 
hard to locate RTs on that cline.  
For McCarthy, the locus of choice for RTs is the ―all-important‖ turn-initial slot ―where 
speakers first attend retrospectively to the previous turn before engaging with their own, incremental 
contribution‖ (2003, p. 35). This view is also shared by Gardner (2005, p. 1) who adds a further 
dimension or continuum along which RTs could be placed, namely speakership incipiency (SI). The 
dictionary Merriam-Webster defines incipient as beginning to develop or exist. As the name implies, 
speakership incipiency refers to the readiness to shift from listenership or passive recipiency to active 
speakership. For example, RTs like Mm hm and Uh huh have very low speakership incipiency, whereas 
tokens such as Oh! have very high speakership incipiency. 
Gardner also makes a distinction between change-of-state tokens, like Oh! and change-of 
activity tokens, like Okay. By a change of state he means that Oh! is employed to signal that its utterer 
has undergone a change in his/her state of knowledge or awareness. In other words, Oh! marks the 
previous talk as something the Oh! utterer did not know. Change-of activity tokens, on the other hand, 
invite dialog partners to move on to a new activity or topic. 
Response tokens, Gardner points out, are qualitatively different from ―typical‖discourse 
markers in that their functions in dialog ―have less to do with an inherent semantics than with their 
sequential position‖ (2005, p. 1). That is, the meaning of an RT is derived from what has been said (i.e. 
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prior talk) and, to a certain extent, from what follows (i.e. incoming talk). By analyzing the sequential 
environment of RTs in dialogs, researchers, such as McCarthy (2003, p. 36), found that RTs not only 
occur in the second slot (i.e. response) of a two-part exchange, but also in the third slot of a three-part 
exchange, i.e. a follow-up move (in Conversation Analysis, the parallel term third-turn receipt is used). 
Follow-up moves are highly frequent, for example, in classroom interactions, whereby instructors 
respond to their pupils‘responses, acknowledging and evaluating them. McCarthy also observed that 
RTs tend to be used in particular contexts. For instance, he suggests that Fine is typically used in dialog 
to make arrangements or reach decisions, while Certainly usually occurs as a response to a request for a 
favor or service. 
For Bangerter and Clark (2003, p. 195), people use dialog to navigate joint projects. These, in 
turn, require the coordination of two kinds of transitions: vertical transitions and horizontal transitions. 
By vertical transitions is meant the entering and exiting of joint projects, using response tokens (or 
project markers) like Okay and All right. Horizontal transitions, on the other hand, refer to the 
continuation within joint projects, employing RTs such as Uh-huh, M-hm and Yeah. 
Finally, response tokens, like other discourse markers, can be classified into two broad types: 
external (other terms: objective, ideational, coherence-oriented) and internal (or subjective, attitudinal, 
speaker-oriented). Coherence-oriented RTs include, for example, information receipt tokens whose 
function is mostly organizational, marking boundaries in the unfolding discourse, like topic transitions 
and closures. Examples of speaker-oriented RTs, on the other hand, would include engagement tokens, 
like Wow!, Excellent!, That’s nice! where the listener or addressee responds to the speaker on an 
affective level, expressing genuine emotions, such as astonishment, shock, sympathy, etc. 
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CHAPTER 3—METHODOLOGY AND DATA 
3.1 Research Design 
This thesis is primarily a qualitative, exploratory study of discourse markers in Egyptian films 
with implications for the Arabic language classroom. The qualitative paradigm (qual) has been chosen 
for a number of reasons: First, it is more suitable for answering what questions. The Quantitative 
paradigm (quan), on the other hand, often seeks to answer why questions. Second, qual is characterized 
by verbal descriptions as its data, while quan is characterized by the use of numerical values to 
represent its data. It may be worthwhile mentioning here that discourse analysis as an academic 
discipline has always had a predilection for the qualitative paradigm. The third reason for choosing 
qual relates to sampling. Qual seeks to extract information from small purposeful samples, which is the 
case of the corpus used in this study, whereas quan uses representative sampling (applicable to large 
multi-million word corpora) for generalizing results to target populations. This, however, does not 
mean that this study does not use numbers or statistics. The corpus analysis software WordSmith Tools 
indeed offers highly useful numerical data for word frequencies, collocates, and clusters. 
This study is exploratory in the sense that it attempts to find out what is happening without 
supporting or confirming any particular hypothesis. However, this does not exclude the possibility of 
developing a theoretical hypothesis as the data accumulate over time. 
3.2 Data Collection 
3.2.1 The Corpus  
The corpus used in the study is a collection of seven Egyptian films. Table 1 provides the film 
titles, the dates of production, and the number of words for each film, as well as the word count for the 
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whole collection. It is important to mention that the corpus is made of film transcripts, not film scripts 
because scripts are usually modified when they are performed on screen. 
Table 1 Film Titles, Dates of Production, and Word Count 
 
Title Date of production Word count 
ʕemāret Yaʕqubyān 2006 16,482 
Baḥebb El-Sīma 2004 11,625 
Arḍ El-ḫōf 1999 5,442 
El-Kit Kāt 1991 10,187 
El-Bedāya 1986 10,569 
El-Karnak 1975 15,436 
Fī Baytinā Ragol 1961 16,851 
  Sum 
  86,592 
 
In pragmatics research, there is often no need for a huge corpus. ―A small ‗home-made‘ corpus 
is often more valuable . . . because the researcher has access to all of the contextual details and, because 
of its size, it can be used qualitatively and quantitatively‖ (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, p. 28). The 
availability of audiovisual files for the seven Egyptian films and the familiarity of the researcher with 
their storylines have helped in contextualizing the usages of the discourse markers ba'a, ṭayyeb, and 
ṭab.  
Although the sample is one of convenience, an effort has been made to ensure that the best 
sample is selected. One ―should not think that such studies [using convenience samples] have little 
value,‖ but, rather, one needs to ―take the findings from such studies with the understanding that they 
need to be replicated with different samples‖ (Perry Jr, 2011, p. 67). Perry concludes that many studies 
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select their samples using convenience sampling (Perry Jr, 2011, p. 66). As for the sampling paradigm, 
this study uses purposeful sampling. All the films included in the study are information-rich cases, 
containing large numbers of the discourse markers being sought (that is, ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab). 
3.2.2 The Authenticity of Film Language 
Despite their drawbacks (see Limitations of the Study), films are still an important resource in 
the language classroom and ―a valuable tool for the study of linguistic forms that describe a speech 
community‖ (Mestre de Caro, 2013). Films can also be appraised from the perspective of authenticity. 
Nunan defines authentic materials as ―spoken or written language data that has been produced in the 
course of genuine communication and not specifically for purposes of language teaching‖ (Nunan, 
1999, p. 54). Examples of these materials include films, fiction, and songs. This view is echoed by 
Taylor (1994). In the same vein, Gilmore defines authentic language input as the language produced by 
―a real speaker/writer for a real audience, conveying a real message‖ (Gilmore, 2007, p. 98).  
As a source of authentic language input, films have also been investigated by other scholars 
(Chapple & Curtis, 2000; Gebhardt, 2004; Heffernan, 2005; Ryan, 1998). Chapple and Curtis (2000) 
emphasized how intrinsically motivating language materials like films can greatly improve language 
learning. Although their emphases are slightly different, Ryan (1998), Gebhardt (2004), and Heffernan 
(2005) also call attention to the importance of films in enhancing learner motivation. Furthermore, the 
―rich narrative structure and visual context provided by . . . films help the learner to form a deep 
understanding of the language to be learnt and its culture‖ (Underwood, 2002, p. 7). Yet, Underwood 
believes that mere exposure to films is not enough for language acquisition. Key linguistic features 
(grammatical, lexical, discursive) should be made salient to the learner. Through films, language 
learners can see how native speakers interact in real life in various conversational contexts (Seferoğlu, 
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2008, p. 1). Films indeed ―help bring the outside world into the classroom‖ (Tomalin, 1986, p. 9). 
Still it may be argued that screen dialogs are written texts, and thus are not good representatives 
of natural spoken language. To test this hypothesis, Rodríguez Martín (2010) conducted a corpus-based 
study in which he compared conversational structures and processes in the British National Corpus 
(BNC) and a micro-corpus of film scripts. After creating three frequency lists, one for the film corpus, 
and two for the spoken and written components of the BNC, he compared the 50 most frequent items in 
each list. The comparison showed that the 50 top items in the film corpus are more similar to the 
spoken than to the written component of the BNC. Martín then concluded that the language of screen 
dialog is closer to natural conversations than to the written register. 
3.2.3 Discourse Markers in Films Versus Naturally Occurring Language 
Although film language differs from real spontaneous conversations in a number of important 
aspects, this does not seem to be the case for discourse markers. This conclusion is based on negative 
evidence from a study by Maria-Josep Cuenca (2008), published in the Journal of Pragmatics, in 
which she analyzes the occurrences of well in the film Four Weddings and a Funeral. In her 
conclusion, she points out that ―[t]he analysis of 'well' in the film . . . supports several conclusions, 
which either confirm or challenge certain hypotheses about 'well' found in the literature‖ (Cuenca, 
2008, p. 1388). The literature Cuenca refers to is a large collection of studies whose data are largely 
drawn from corpora of naturally occurring language. Even though Cuenca uses a corpus of film 
language, she does not shy away from generalizing her conclusions to spoken language as a whole. And 
this is also reflected in her general title ―Pragmatic markers in contrast: The case of 'well'‖. Throughout 
her article, she never alludes to differences between film language and natural language. This seems to 
imply that discourse markers do not behave differently in film. Perhaps even more striking in Cuenca's 
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study is her relatively small sample size (a single film). She states that Four Weddings and a Funeral 
was selected ―because it includes a great quantity and variety of discourse markers‖, which clearly 
indicates that she uses the purposeful sampling paradigm. 
However, unlike Four Weddings and a Funeral, which is a relatively recent film, some of the 
films explored in this study were produced in the seventies or even the sixties, which could undermine 
their representativeness, as language can become outdated over time. Nevertheless, DMs are relatively 
resistant to language change, since they belong more to the grammar than the lexicon, after they 
evolved from content words to become function words through a long process of grammaticalization. 
And as demonstrated by diachronic studies, grammatical items, or closed-class words, are more 
immune to change than lexical items, or open-class words. 
Still, it would have been useful to compare this corpus of Egyptian films to a corpus of naturally 
occurring language. Unfortunately, ECA corpora hardly exist. Only two corpora (owned by the 
University of Pennsylvania) can be found on the internet: CALLHOME Egyptian Arabic Speech and 
CALLFRIEND Egyptian Arabic. 
However, these corpora have a number of disadvantages: 
1) They consist solely of telephone conversations, a very particular register of spoken language 
that can not be said to represent Egyptian Colloquial Arabic as a whole. 
2) The language could be outdated: The calls have been recorded in 1996 and 1997, and thus can 
no longer reflect the way people talk on the telephone now. ―As telephone technology changes 
with the addition of screening systems and answering devices it will be interesting to see how 
calls are managed to reflect these new ways of answering the telephone‖ (Wardhaugh, 2006, p. 
300).   
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3) Interaction takes place within a restricted social circle: Most participants called family members 
or close friends. 
4) All calls originated in North America. Although the corpus includes speaker information, like 
sex, age, and education, there is no documentation of the number of years the caller spent in 
North America. Long-term exposure to a foreign language could undermine native speaker 
status.  
3.3 Data Analysis Tools 
3.3.1 The Corpus Tool 
WordSmith Tools is a collection of corpus linguistics tools for looking for patterns in a 
language. The software was devised by Mike Scott at the University of Liverpool. The tools include a 
concordancer, word-listing facilities, a tool for computing the keywords of a text or genre, and a series 
of other utilities.  
3.3.2 Major Features of WordSmith Tools 
Concordancer is a computer program that automatically constructs a concordance. 
Concordances are also used in corpus linguistics to retrieve alphabetically or otherwise sorted lists of 
linguistic data from the corpus in question, which the corpus linguist then analyzes. 
Word frequency list is a sorted list of words together with their frequency, where frequency 
here usually means the number of occurrences in a given corpus. 
Keywords can be identified as words which appear with statistically unusual frequency in a text 
or a corpus of texts; as such they are identified by software by comparing a word-list of the text in 
question with a word-list based on a larger reference corpus. A suitable term for the phenomenon is 
keyness. 
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The Type/token ratio (TTR) is a measure of vocabulary variation within a written text or a 
person‘s speech. It is shown to be a helpful measure of lexical variety within a text. The number of 
words in a text is often referred to as the number of tokens. However, several of these tokens are 
repeated. The number of types is, instead, the number of single different words regardless of their 
frequency. The relationship between the number of types and the number of tokens is known as the 
type/token ratio. The more types there are in comparison to the number of tokens, the more varied is 
the vocabulary. 
Lexical density is a useful measure of the difference between texts. To calculate it we must 
distinguish between lexical (the so-called content or information-carrying) words and function words 
(those words which bind together a text). It is shown to be a useful measure of how much information 
is contained within a text. 
3.4 Procedures for Data Collection and Analysis 
3.4.1 Searching the Corpus  
Of all the tools offered by WordSmith, the concordancer proved to be the most useful in analyzing the 
data. Although the other tools are frequently used in corpus-based studies, they were irrelevant to the 
purposes of this study. For example, there was no need to make use of the Word Frequency List 
program or to calculate the type/token ration or measure lexical density, since the study focuses on a 
particular set of words, and not on the type of vocabulary used in films in general. Similarly, there was 
no point in identifying the keywords of film language, since the goal of the study was not to 
characterize the language of screen dialog as a genre by comparing it to a reference text or genre.  
Using the WordSmith concordancer Concord, I specify a particular DM, which the program will seek in 
all the text files (the film scripts) I have chosen. It will then present a concordance display, and give 
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access to information about collocates of the DM, dispersion plots showing where the search word 
came in each file, cluster analyses showing repeated clusters of words (phrases) etc. The point of a 
concordance is to be able to see lots of examples of a word or phrase, in their contexts. The 
concordance line may come from the beginning, the middle or the end of one of the texts. It may be 
made up of one sentence, part of a sentence or part of two sentences. Each concordance line in a set 
includes the target word, i.e. the DM. The target word is always in the middle of the concordance line. 
This means that when the DM is studied in a set of concordance lines, the immediate context can be 
seen, i.e. the words which are used before it and after it. 
Important patterns can also be revealed by using the sorting options of the concordancer. Sorting can be 
done simply by pressing the top row of any list. The point of sorting is to find characteristic patterns. It 
can be hard to see overall trends in the concordance lines, especially if there are lots of them. By 
sorting them one can separate out multiple search words and examine the immediate context to left and 
right. Sorting is done alphabetically by a given number of words to the left or right of the search word 
(L1 [=1 word to the left of the search word], L2, L3, L4, L5, R1 [=1 to the right], R2, R3, R4, R5). For 
example, the following pattern ( ba'a preceded by first and second person pronouns) could only be 
discovered by sorting R1, that is, one word to the right of  ba'a. As will be discussed later, this 
structural pattern turn out to be functionally significant: 
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Figure 1. ba'a preceded by first and second person pronouns 
3.4.2 Sampling 
The sampling process was simple and straightforward. Since the corpus is relatively small, all the 
tokens of  ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab were examined. ba'a occurred 294 times, ṭayyeb 104 times, and ṭab 175 
times. After eliminating the verb ba'a, the adjective ṭayyeb, and the noun ṭebb, the DMs were 
thoroughly studied. These amounted to 261 instances for ba'a, 96 for ṭayyeb, and 171 for ṭab. 
3.4.3 Analysis 
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To study the syntactic behavior of  ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab, like their different positions in the clause or 
their occurrence in different sentence types, it was safe to rely solely on concordance lines, since it is 
easy to determine these syntactic features in the immediate textual context surrounding the discourse 
markers. Collocations, on the other hand, were identified automatically using the collocates tab of 
Concord, as shown in the Figure 2: 
 
Figure 2. ba'a collocates in Concord 
For example, the figure shows that the word ya (number 2 in the list) collocates with ba'a 47 times in 
seven different texts. In 37 instances,  ya appears to the left of  ba'a, while only ten instances appear to 
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the right of the DM. 
To explore the functions of the three ECA DMs, the concordance lines were often insufficient, and the 
source files (the film script) were regularly consulted. This was simply done by clicking the title of the 
film, as shown in Figure 3, in the rightmost column: 
Figure 3. Film titles (rightmost column) in Concord 
Checking the source files was especially important to determine the role of a DM in interpersonal 
management, like signaling speaker attitudes and feelings or expressing politeness. To identify these 
functions, it is usually necessary to understand the larger social context, like speaker roles and social 
positions. In very rare  cases, the audiovisual files were examined, especially when punctuation in the 
script contradicted with the context. For instance, sometimes a full stop was used when it made more 
sense to use a question mark, and vice versa. In these cases, it helped to listen to the utterance and 
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CHAPTER 4—RESULTS 
In this chapter, ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab are analyzed in terms of their raw frequencies in the 
corpus, the different functions they fulfill, namely their role in coherence, interpersonal management, 
and in speech act marking. Their syntactic properties are subsequently examined, namely their position 
in the clause and their occurrence in different sentence types. Finally, the collocational behavior of 
ba'a, ṭayyeb, and ṭab is explored, and the interaction between DM function and syntax is investigated. 
4.1 The Discourse Marker ba'a 
4.1.1 Raw Frequency 
Out of a total of 294 instances of ba'a tokens in our film corpus, only 33 qualified as verbs 
while 261 were recruited for discourse marking. That is, the DM was nearly eight times as frequent as 
the lexeme. (Note: Due to space restrictions, the tables in the Results section will generally present only 
frequencies and percentages. For tables containing full listings of DM occurrences, see the Appendix.) 
4.1.2 The Formal and Semantic Features of the Verb ba'a 
The formal features of the DM ba'a can never be fully understood without examining, albeit 
briefly, the formal properties of the lexeme from which it derives. The lexeme ba'a is a past tense 
transitive verb, which inflects for person, gender, number, and tense. Semantically, the verb ba'a has 
the following senses and subsenses, according to A Dictionary of Egyptian Arabic (Badawi & Hinds, p. 
91). (The dictionary also provides examples to illustrate the different meanings): 
Meaning Example 
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5b to be (no longer) engaged in or 




6 to arrive at the point of (doing s.th.) 
 
فؼزقتجام)لؼبا(مؾجارملضلاتملؼؾتمالد 









4.1.3 Functions of the Discourse Marker ba'a 
The DM ba'a is assigned two meanings (or sets of meanings) by A Dictionary of Egyptian 
Arabic (Badawi & Hinds, p. 92): 
 
In the following subsections, and based on an in-depth corpus analysis, the different functions 
of ba'a are discussed and compared to the dictionary definitions. 
4.1.3.1 ba'a and coherence 
 
Marking contrast. As can be seen in example (1), a relation of contrast is flagged by ba'a. The 
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speaker's preference for the actress Yousra is contrasted with her sisters' preference for the actress 
Nadia El Gendi: 
(1) .ارلؼمببحمكؼبماغأمسبم،اػقؾققبملتاقخإم؟يدـلجامةؼداغمبقؿب ةؿراص تاطمتقؽظا 
 Betḥebb nadya el-gendi? Eḫwāti beyḥebbūha, bass ana ba'a baḥebb yosra.   
 Do you like Nadia El Gendi? My sisters like her, but I DM like Yousra.   
 
It could be argued, however, that the contrastive relation is signaled by bass, not ba'a. In this example, 
the contrast may well be attributable, at least in part, to the marker bass. However, the picture is more 
complex than this single example would suggest. While interrogating the corpus and hunting for 
patterns, I noted that a general discourse-marking function, like signaling contrast, can interact with a 
specific pattern to yield a more specified  sub-function, as shown in the following concordance lines: 
 
Figure 1. clause-medial ba'a preceded by the first-person singular pronoun 
Looking at these lines, we can observe that ba'a is clause-medial and is preceded by the first-person 
singular pronoun. A more in-depth analysis of these discourse segments in their larger context revealed 
a specific type of contrast. In all these examples, the speaker wants to convey a contrast or difference 
between him- or herself and the rest of the group of which he/she is part. Note also that in lines 72, 76, 
and 77, the contrastive marker bass is lacking; hence the contrast must be signaled by ba'a. 
Interestingly, this pattern could equally be linked, at least indirectly or metaphorically, to the 
conclusion function: The speaker waits until the other views are expressed before concluding with 
his/her own view.  
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The contrastive function of ba'a is also evident in its collocational behavior. As seen in the 
concordance lines, ba'a collocates with contrastive particles, such as amma, bass, lāken, ennama, and 
ğēr: 
 
Figure 2. Contrastive particle amma collocates with ba'a 
 
 
Figure 3. Contrastive particle bass collocates with ba'a 
 
 
Figure 4. Contrastive particle lāken collocates with ba'a 
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Figure 5. Contrastive particle ennama collocates with ba'a 
 
 
Figure 6. Contrastive particle ğēr collocates with ba'a  
 
The function of ba'a as a marker of contrast roughly corresponds to its second meaning in A 
Dictionary of Egyptian Arabic, i.e. however, on the other hand. 
Marking the end of an encounter. ba'a can mark the end of a conversation, as seen in Figure 7: 
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Figure 7. ba’a marking the end of an encounter 
 
           Marking a conclusion. ba’a marks its host utterance as a conclusion to a premise in the 
preceding discourse. In other words, the prior discourse is laying out some background information 
(ideas, actions, events, etc.) on which the concluding sequence is based. In the following examples, this 
background information is underlined to highlight the conclusion function of ba’a. In example (2), the 
utterance hosting ba’a is perceived as cohering with an element of the anterior discourse. Succinctly 
put, ba’a can be rephrased as ―in conclusion‖: You have heart valve disease. In conclusion, stop eating 
fatty food: 
(2) مينغاؾعتمينعاؿصمكدـس.بؾؼظاممظم.ؽؾللدامكؼبمشلاب رقؿطدظا اؿقلظامببح 
 ʕandak ṣemamēn taʕbanīn fel-alb; balāš ba’a el-mesabbek   
 You have heart valve disease. Stop DM eating fatty food   
.          Likewise, the sequence in (3) exemplifies how ba’a can make an utterance appear optimally 
coherent by marking a concluding relation. In the discourse prior to ba’a, background information is 
laid out. The speaker tells his addressee she is a true artist, since her painting has been sold. In 
conclusion, she should continue painting: 
(3) ةغاـصمؽغإمؽؾؿؾضمشعم..مةدساضمافؾطمكحقظومتساؾتامكؾظامةدقحقظامؽؿحقظمؿدرمكؾّؿطمكؼبملاظاؼم.. حودمم اؿقلظامببح 
 Loḥtek el-waḥīda elli etbāʕet, we lowaḥi kollaha aʕda. Meš oltelek ennek 
fannāna? Yalla ba’a kammeli rasm. 
  
 None of my paintings have been sold. Yours is the only one that‘s been sold. 
Didn‘t I tell you you‘re an artist? Keep drawing DM. 
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In example (4), the speaker uses ba’a to mark the logical relationship between breaking a 
promise and assuming responsibility for that action: 
(4) قاػتامفقصمناطمفقؿػظاخمتيغاومؿؽـقباعمفؿطؾشمففقؿغمؾؿقؿؼمكؼبماقغدظاممظمدحاومؾطم.. يزقص ناقبقؼعؼمةراؿس 
 Kān fīh ettefā’ ma benkom wenti ḫaleftīh. Koll wāḥed fel-donya ba’a 
yetḥammel natīget ğalṭetu. 
  




The view that DMs are optional, redundant, or nonobligatory collides with empirical evidence 








In the aforementioned example, ba’a creates a premise-conclusion relation between the host utterance 
and previous discourse. The caller intends the grandmother to make the following inference: Since she 
now knows that old women turn him on, she should therefore yield to his demand and tell him the color 
of her nightgown. By omitting ba’a, the intended interpretation is potentially altered or lost. Without 
the marker, the utterance فؼإمفغقظممقغمصقؿضمةلبلامكؼبمكؾقظقضم؟ seems to simply signal a change of topic. The caller 
shifts from talking about his lust for old women to asking about the color of the grandmother‘s 
nightgown, with no apparent connection between the two topics. Hence optionality or redundancy is by 
no means a defining feature of DMs, as some scholars would suggest.   
Examples of ba’a as a marker of conclusion abound in the corpus: 
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Figure 8. ba’a marking a conclusion 
The concluding function of ba’a roughly matches its first meaning in Badawi and Hind‘s 
dictionary, i.e. so, then, now. It should be noted, however, that now here is not to be understood in its 
literal temporal sense. Otherwise its co-occurrence with the word تيضقظد, as in Figure 9, would be 




Figure 9. ba’a co-occurring with delwa’ti (now) 
ba’a can mean now in a nontemporal sense that can be rendered as based on prior discourse or under 
the present circumstances, which convey a conclusion sense. This usage is exemplified in (6), in which 
a police officer interrogates a man, saying: 
(6) ؿؾؽؿؿحمؿؾؽؿؿحمتغإمبيقؾحماؼمؽظقضأماعأم..ميدـصأمؿقػاربإماؼمكؼبمفقذ غابدظا ؾجرماـؿقبممظ 
 šūf ba’a ya ibrahīm afandi. Lamma a’ollak enta ḥatetkallem ḥatetkallem.   




Just as now collocates with the verb look in English, ba’a collocates with the verbs boṣṣ and šūf: 
 
Figure 10. ba’a collocating with the verb boṣṣ 
 
Figure 11. ba’a collocating with the verb šūf 
Similarly, as English now collocates with listen, ba’a collocates with esmaʕ: 
 
Figure 12. ba’a collocating with the verb esmaʕ 
 
Role in turn-taking. Contrary to the DMs ṭayyeb and ṭab, ba’a does not seem to operate on the 
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level of turn taking. ba’a apparently does not play a central role in the dynamics of turn taking, as it is 
not used in backchanneling (i.e. non-turn-claiming talk), turn taking, turn holding, or turn quitting. 
Unlike ṭayyeb, it does not seem to indicate the moment when a change in turn is appropriate. Neither 
does it serve as a signal to open or close a conversation or to introduce a new thematic segment. 
4.1.3.2 ba'a and interpersonal management 
           Affective stance. Another salient function of ba'a is to signal affective stance. That is, the 
marker conveys a subjective attitudinal meaning. English Well, for instance, can signal reluctance, 
resignation, or disappointment (Aijmer, 2013, pp. 14, 15). In the corpus data, ba'a can mark the end of 
patience. The prior context usually involves building up of anger or irritation, until the speaker can not 
stand it anymore and ―explodes‖ using ba'a, as exemplified in (7) and (8). This ―explosive‖ ba'a self 
evidently carries a lot of intonation: 
(7) ؾسممارحمكغقؿؼؾصمكؼبمسبم..مسباقؽق تاؿعغ اؿقلظامببح 
 Bass bass ba'a fala'tūni ḥarām ʕalēku!   
 Stop it! Stop it DM! I've had enough!   
 
(8) كؼبمجرخام..مجرخاملاظاؼ تظود ناقبقؼعؼمةراؿس 
 Yalla oḫrog oḫrog ba'a!   
 Get out! Get out DM!   
The end of patience function is evidenced in sufficient quantity in our film corpus: 
 








Figure 13. ba'a marking the end of patience 
Some of the more common chunks associated with the end of patience meaning include we 
baʕdēn ba'a!, we baʕdēn maʕāk ba'a!, bass ba'a!, ḫalāṣ ba'a, kefāya ba'a!, and yōh ba'a!. 
The affinity between ba'a and the concept of END, as in end of an encounter or end of 
patience, is also reflected in ba'a‘s collocational behavior. ba'a has been shown to collocate with words 
conceptually related to END, such as ḫalāṣ and kefāya: 
 
Figure 14. ba'a collocating with ḫalāṣ 
 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  55 
 
 
Figure 15. ba'a collocating with kefāya 
Apart from expressing impatience, ba'a can also express surprise or sarcasm, thus marking 
personal involvement, though in a different way. This particular affective overtone, however, is only 
associated with utterance-initial position. Furthermore, the host utterance must be an interrogative 
sentence, which often consists of two contrasting propositions. In example (9), the speaker expresses 
both incredulity and irony at the idea of letting a single person live in a palace, while all the others are 
to sleep in a little hut: 
(9) !؟ةشعظاممظمماـغماـحاومهدمرصؼظاممظمماـؼمهدحقظمرػغمتغإمؾفسماؼمكؼب ؿقؾد ةؼادؾظا 
 ba'a ya ʕegl enta nafar lewaḥdu yenām fel-aṣr da, weḥna nenām fel-ʕešša?!   
 DM you pig, a single person sleeps in that palace, and all of us are supposed to 
sleep in this hut?!  
 
  
In example (10), a mother expresses her disbelief at her husband‘s rejection of a physician who 
sought to marry their daughter, while giving her away to a rogue: 
(10) ؟مهدمداقؾظمافقعرغممقؼغمالهممدؼتاملؾظإمرقؿطدظابمشاـقضرماعماـحإمكؼب ملأا جرماـؿقبممظؾ 
 ba'a eḥna ma-rḍināš bel-doktōr elli et'addem laha, ne'ūm nermīha lel-wād 
da?! 
  
 DM we rejected a doctor who wanted to marry her (our daughter), and we 
give her away to that scoundrel?! 
  
 
Other examples retrieved by the concordancer include: 
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Figure 16. Utterance-initial ba'a marking surprise and/or sarcasm 
Two of the well-known ba'a chunks that have this pattern are ba'a da'smu kalām? and ba'a 
keda? A  frequent frame also associated with this pattern is ba'a enta (word designating a positive 
quality) enta?. For example, ba'a enta rāgel enta?  
According to El Shimi (1992), yaʕni can also signal sarcasm (p. 30), but whereas yaʕni 
disguises the sarcastic tone of the utterance, ba'a foregrounds it.  
           Politeness. Politeness is one of the three parameters (along with coherence and involvement) 
used by Aijmer (2013) to analyze discourse markers. Some of the ba'a examples returned by the corpus 
software can be included under the rubric of politeness. In the following exchange (11), ba'a mitigates 
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the strength of its host utterance: 
(11) ؾلمحامؾغؿدأملغإمتؼقغمةحارصبماغأ 
ana beṣarāḥa nawēt enni astağell el-maḥall 
I've decided to make use of the shop. 
نيلح ةؼادؾظا 
 ؟كؼبمفؼإممظمفّؾغؿلت 
testağellu fi ēh ba'a? 
How are you going to make use of it DM (if I may ask)? 
ناضعر  
 
A simple omission test highlights the face-saving, attenuator function of ba'a, without which the 
statement is potentially face-threatening. ba'a can thus be used strategically to take the sharpness from 
utterances. 
4.1.3.3 Frequencies of ba'a across discourse-marking functions 
Table 3 Frequencies of ba'a across Discourse-Marking Functions 
Function Number Per cent 
Coherence 173 67% 
Contrast 61 24% 
End of Encounter 13 5% 
Conclusion 99 38% 
Interpersonal Management 86 33% 
End of Patience 56 21% 
Surprise or Sarcasm 12 5% 
Politeness 18 7% 
 
4.1.3.4 ba'a and speech acts 
Different definitions and classifications exist for speech acts. The following classification by 
Searle (1975) has been adopted in this analysis: 
Table 1 Speech Act Types 
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Assertives Speech acts that commit a speaker to the truth of the expressed 
proposition, e.g. reciting a creed.  
 
Directives Speech acts that are to cause the hearer to take a particular action, e.g. 
requests, commands and advice. 
 
Commissives Speech acts that commit a speaker to some future action, e.g. promises 
and oaths. 
Expressives Speech acts that express the speaker's attitudes and emotions towards the 
proposition, e.g. congratulations, excuses and thanks. 
Declarations Speech acts that change the reality in accord with the proposition of the 
declaration, e.g. baptisms, pronouncing someone guilty or pronouncing 
someone husband and wife.  
 
 
A speech act constitutes a unit of discourse upon which a discourse marker can act (Bazzanella, 
2006; Diewald, 2006; Frank-Job, 2006; Fraser, 2006; Hansen, 2006; Rossari, 2006; Schiffrin, 1988; 
Sweester, 1990; Zeevat, 2005). Table 2 presents the frequencies and percentages of ba'a in various 
speech act classes: 
Table 2 Frequencies of ba'a accross Speech Act Types 
 
Speech act type Number Per cent 
Directives  107 42% 
Assertives 92 35% 
Expressives  52 20% 
Commissives  9 3% 
Declarations 0 0% 
Note: One occurrence تيضقظدومكؼب in El-Bedāya could not be classified because the speaker is interrupted before he 
performs his speech act. 
 
It must be noted that speech acts do not map onto sentence types. In particular, directives do not 
map onto imperatives, nor assertives onto declaratives. Likewise the speech act of asking (a subclass of 
directives) does not correspond to the grammatical class of interrogatives. For example, in El-Karnak 
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one of the characters impatiently tries to unlock his car saying لقؿػتا كؼب . Although he uses the imperative 
form, he could not be ordering his car to be unlocked, but rather expressing his impatience and 
frustration. Thus although uttered in the imperative, this speech act has been classified as an expressive, 
not a directive. Similarly, in El-Bedāya, ʕādel responds to Amāl's view that love is the most important 
thing in the world by saying مدقؾعظاميزميندقؾمحماـحاومكؼبمبلحامةدؼاصمفؼإو. Although this utterance is expressed using the 
interrogative, it does not constitute an act of asking, as the speaker is not requesting information he 
does not know, but rather asserting that love is useless when one is imprisoned like a slave. It has, 
therefore, been classified as an assertive. 
The DM ba'a can either strengthen or modify the illocutionary force of a speech act. When ba'a 
accompanies an expressive act, as in هوقؼ كؼب , it strengthens the emotion expressed by هوقؼ , but when it 
accompanies a directive act as in ؾؿسا ةجاح كؼب , it modifies the illocutionary force of the statement by 
adding an expressive dimension (impatience, irritability, nervousness) to the order Do something. 
Unlike with expressive speech acts, where ba'a merely intensifies the act, in directive, assertive, and 
commissive speech acts, ba'a can form a completely independent speech act, namely an expressive 
one. 
4.1.4 ba'a in Different Clause Positions 
Table 4 Frequencies of ba'a in Different Clause Positions 
 
Context Number Per cent 
Clause-Initial 12 5% 
Clause-Medial 111 43% 
Clause-Final 136 52% 
 
As Table 4 reveals, there is  a clear predilection for clause-final and clause-medial positions, 
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compared to only 5% of ba'a occurring clause-initially. The clause-initial ba'a, however, is associated 
with a very specific pattern. The DM is nearly always followed by a question consisting of two 
contrasting propositions, as shown in example (12): 
(12) ب!؟ةشعظاممظمماـغماـحاومهدمرصؼظاممظمماـؼمهدحقظمرػغمتغإمؾفسماؼمكؼ ؿقؾد ةؼادؾظا 
 ba'a ya ʕegl enta nafar lewaḥdu yenām fel-aṣr da, weḥna nenām fel-ʕešša?!   
 DM you pig, a single person sleeps in that palace, and all of us are supposed to 
sleep in this 
hut?!                                                                                                    م 
 



















Surprise or Sarcasm  
Clause-Initial 12 
  










4.1.5 ba'a in Different Sentence Types 
Table 6 below summarizes the frequencies of ba'a in declaratives, interrogatives, and 
imperatives. As the numbers show, ba'a is most frequent in declarative sentences, with roughly equal 
distributions in interrogative and imperative sentences: 
Table 6 Frequencies of ba'a in Different Sentence Types 
 
Context Number Per cent 
Declarative 115 44% 
Interrogative 70 27% 
Imperative 76 29% 
 







End of Encounter  
Declarative 12 
Interrogative 0 





















4.1.6 ba'a 's Collocates 
          ba'a‘s most frequent collocate is the vocative ya (47 times), usually occurring after the discourse 
marker (37 times), as shown in the following WordSmith screenshot: 
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Figure 17. ba'a collocating with the vocative ya 
 
The second most frequent collocate is the first person singular pronoun ana (33 times), occurring 
mostly before the discourse marker (22 times), as seen in the following WordSmith screenshot: 
 
Figure 18. ba'a collocating with the first person singular pronoun ana 
Other frequent collocates include the demonstrative da (30 times), the second person pronoun enta (24 
times), the negation particle meš (24 times), and the interrogative ēh (17 times). Finally, although less 
frequently, ba'a also collocated with the discourse marker ṭab 12 times (7 times before and 5 times 
after). 
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4.2 The Discourse Marker ṭayyeb 
4.2.1 Raw Frequency 
ṭayyeb occurred 104 times, only eight of which were adjectives, while 96 were discourse 
markers.  
4.2.2 The Formal and Semantic Features of the Adjective ṭayyeb 
Before discussing the formal features of the DM ṭab, it is important to examine briefly the 
lexeme from which it is derived, namely the adjective ṭayyeb. Like other adjectives, ṭayyeb inflects for 
gender (ṭayyeba) and number (ṭayyebīn). Phonetically, it has two syllables ṭay and yeb. Having a 
semivowel [y] (rather than a consonant) in the middle of ṭayyeb possibly made it easy to eventually 
drop the [yyi], yielding the form ṭab, as will be explained in the next subsection. Semantically, the 
adjective ṭayyeb has the following senses and subsenses, according to A Dictionary of Egyptian Arabic 
(Badawi & Hinds, p. 553): 
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           Strictly speaking, only the first three senses should be taken as adjectival meanings. In 4, ṭayyeb 
is used as a noun; in 5, as an adverb; in 6, as a discourse marker.  
4.2.3 Functions of the Discourse Marker ṭayyeb  
A Dictionary of Egyptian Arabic (Badawi & Hinds, p. 553, 529) defines the DM ṭayyeb as 
follows: 
 
4.2.3.1 Coherence (Role in turn-taking) 
Second and third moves 
As an information receipt token, ṭayyeb can be used by listeners to merely acknowledge the 
reception of incoming talk, without signaling convergence or agreement, as illustrated by the following 
examples:                                                    
(13) ِؼمم!لقؾؾعمتؼبرؽظا..ينعظامدـسمـعمبرذابمتـطمالدمرمعفْظ يدمج ةؼادؾظا 
 .بقر تنباؽظا  
(14) .ةزاجأمهدرافـظام.ؾغذمشقصماعمهدرافـظا لحاص ةؼادؾظام
 .ةقعققظامكؾسمكؼبمقؽؼدؼإمبقر لداسم  
As the examples show, ṭayyeb (stand-alone and turn-initial) can function as information receipt tokens, 
occurring in the second slot of a two-part exchange. In other words, they act as ―an appropriate second 
pair part in an adjacency pair‖ (McCarthy, 2003, p. 43). In the following extracts, ṭayyeb (stand-alone 
and turn-initial) occur in the third slot of a three-part exchange, that is, as follow-ups or third-turn 
receipts: 
(15) ؟ةجاحمزواسم نيلحممأ تاطمتقؽظا 
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 .ةّجاحماؼمكيرخمرّؿطمم.لأم نيلح  
 .مبقر نيلحممأ  
(16) ؟مهدممزازلإامتػّضغم ةؿؾعلدا رؽظاؽغ 
 هقؼأم بيصظا  
 كاـػمكؾظامػّضغمبقرم ةؿؾعلدا  
Vertical transitions 
Empirical evidence from the corpus suggests that  ṭayyeb is a change-of-activity token (Gardner, 
2005, p. 1), frequently used for vertical transitions, that is, the entering and exiting of joint projects 
(conversations or topics), and is never employed for horizontal transitions, that is, enabling interactants 
to carry on with their current project. In other words, the ṭayyeb speaker signals that he or she is ready 
to take the floor. Indeed scholars have coined the term speakership incipiency (SI) to designate the 
readiness to shift from listenership or passive recipiency to active speakership, and response tokens 
have been shown to exhibit varying degrees of SI. For example, the RT ṭab has an extremely high 
speakership incipiency, as evidenced in the corpus by the fact that ṭab is always immediately followed 
by further talk (i.e. SI = 100%). Compared to ṭab, ṭayyeb has low speakership incipiency, since it can 
constitute a complete utterance, indicating that the speaker has nothing more to say. Although a very 
rough estimate, ṭayyeb‘s SI can be measured by dividing those occurrences of ṭayyeb which are not 
followed by full stops (i.e. turn-initial ṭayyeb) by the total number of ṭayyeb occurrences: 40/96 x 100 = 
42%. Taken together, however, ṭayyeb and ṭab have an SI of 79%, which is relatively high.  
Having pointed out that ṭayyeb and ṭab are used for vertical transitions, into and out of joint 
projects, it appears from the corpus analysis that stand-alone ṭayyeb can only signal transitions out of 
such projects, while turn-initial ṭayyeb has been found to mark transitions both into and out of joint 
projects. 
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Free-standing ṭayyeb and transition out of projects 
When ṭayyeb stands alone, it occurs near the end of the conversation, proposing a readiness to 
end the exchange. The following are examples of free-standing ṭayyeb as a (pre-)closing device, used 
for exiting the main body of the conversation: 
(17) ـؽمممناطماذإمنيعؼمهدطمّؿفعمعقضقعممظمكاععمؿّؾؽتأمزؼاسمتـطملؾصأماغأمسبمهقؼأ نيلح تاطمتقؽظا 
 .عؾخامم.نيلحمخقذماؼمـؼدعبمم.ـؼدعبمم.ـؼدعبم مرػ  
 م.بقر نيلح  
 .ؽؼؼررمفقذ مرػ  
 .ؿؽقؾسمملادم نيلح  
 .ٓامةمضرومملاد مرػ  
(18) مشعمٓا؟اغاععماقشعؿتماودعؼتم لؿؾحمقبأ ؽغرؽظا 
 كغاقـؿلعمكتدظاومؾصأمشؾععملا ؾقساسمإ  
 يرخمكؾسماققؾصتم.بقر لؿؾحمقبأ  
 فؾػأمـعمتغإو ؾقساسمإ  
 
Turn-initial ṭayyeb and transition into and out of projects 
In the following extracts, turn-initial ṭayyeb functions as a transition device out of joint projects, 
inviting the closure of a conversation: 
(19) ينعمكؾسماورودؿبماقؿغإماـظماقظقؼتماعم مبظار ؾجرماـؿقبممظ 
 ؟مكداصضمـطادملؾظإمينع طباظظا  
 ينـقعظامقبأمتعؾرمخقشظا بظارم  
 اؼاععماقؿغإماقظاعتم..ماـػمتغإمؽقؾخمبقر طباظظا  
 86  SREKRAM ESRUOCSID ACE EERHT FO YDUTS DESAB-SUPROC
 
 بحبماظلقؿا غؾقؾ خؾقـامغروحمدقـؿام(رؼؿز)مصقفامالهروبماظؽؾيرمبؿاعم(دؿقػمعاطقؼـ)م.. )02(
  صدؼؼ عامغدخؾمسربكماظؾقؾةمدىم..مغروحمزضاقمالددقمأوم.....ممم 
  غعقؿ مبؾؾؾم..مبؾؾؾم.. 
  غؾقؾ رقبمرقبملدامغؿؼابؾمبعدماظضفرمغؾؼكمغؿػؼم..مدلامم.. 
 
 ,tcejorp tnioj a otni noitisnart eht setagivan beyyaṭ laitini-nrut ,)32( dna ,)22( ,)12( selpmaxe nI
 :cipot wen a ot no evom ot stsilanoitasrevnoc gnitivni




  سادل رقبموبؼّقةمعطاظؾـا؟ 
 اظؽرغؽ زؼـب لامأغامولاماسماسقؾمظقـامسلاضةمبالحاجاتمدى )22(
  سادل رقبمإؼفمرأؼؽمصكماظـقرة؟ 
 مظمبقؿـامرجؾ محقل ػقمإبراػقؿممضدي )32(
  الأب وساوزمإؼف؟ 
  محقل ظلفـموجايمؼلؿكؾكمسـدغاػربمعـما 
  غقال ػرب؟مػربمإزاي؟!مم 
  الأب رقبموظقفماخترغامإحـامباظذات؟ 
 
 tnemeganam lanosrepretnI 2.3.2.4
 .tnemegnarra tnioj a ot tnesnoc gnivig rof beyyaṭ no yler netfo srentrap golaiD .tnesnoc gniviG
 :tnemeerga tnioj a ot tnesnoc evig ot beyyaṭ no yler stneipicer ,selpmaxe gniwollof eht nI
 اظؽقتمطات الدؿـؾة مؼامأخقؼامداؼؼمسؾقؽماظـبيمِدؾمػني. )42(
 96  SREKRAM ESRUOCSID ACE EERHT FO YDUTS DESAB-SUPROC
 
  الدؿـؾ مرقب.ممأغامحادقؾؽ. 
 اظؽرغؽ إسماسقؾ اظؽشؽقلمأػفم..مبؽرةمسؾكممحطةمالأوتقبقسم..متـزمشمبدرى )52(
  زؼـب رقب. 
 مظمبقؿـامرجؾ إبراػقؿ قةسـمإذغؽمػاروحمدورةمالد )62(
  اظضابط رقبماتػضؾ 
 بحبماظلقؿا غعقؿ وتاخدوغكماظلقـؿام..معشمإغؿكمبؿكرجكمتؿػلقكمإغؿكمولدعكم..مخدوغكماظلقـؿا )72(
  غقدة رقبمرقبمػـاخدك 
 TR eht neewteb ytiniffa elbakramer a swohs ecnedive laciripmE .tca evitcerid a gnitagitiM
  .sevitcerid erew beyyaṭ laitini-nrut gniwollof stca hceeps fo %46 :stca hceeps evitcerid dna beyyaṭ
 tca hceeps evissimmoc eht mrofrep ot desu si beyyaṭ ,stnemgarf gniwollof eht nI .gninetaerhT




  حلني مأه،مساوز.ممسـدكمأظػمجـقفمدمعَؾػمؼامػرم 
  ػرم لأ! 
  حلني مرقب.ممرقب.ممرقبمؼامػرم.ممدلاممسؾقؽؿ. 
 اظؽرغؽ اظشاسر حؿةمعاغقشمسارصفامأغزلمصين؟مأغزلمصين؟مأغامعاماروحش )92(
  مخبر ماغزلمؼامأخك 
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4.2.3.3 Frequencies of ṭayyeb across discourse-marking functions 
Table 9 Frequencies of ṭayyeb across Discourse-Marking Functions 
Function Number Per cent 
Acknowledgment 49 63% 
Giving Consent 23 29% 
Mitigating a Directive Speech Act 2 3% 
Threatening 4 5% 
 
4.2.3.4 ṭayyeb and speech acts 
Table 8 Frequencies of ṭayyeb across Speech Act Types 
 
Speech act type Number Per cent 
Directives  25 64% 
Assertives 2 5% 
Expressives  6 15% 
Commissives  7 16% 
Declarations 0 0% 
 
4.2.4 ṭayyeb in Different Clause Positions 
Table 10 Frequencies of ṭayyeb in Different Clause Positions 
Context Number Per cent 
Clause-Initial 44 57% 
Clause-Medial 0 0% 
Clause-Final 1 1% 
Free-standing 33 42% 
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4.2.5 ṭayyeb in Different Sentence Types 
Table 12 Frequencies of ṭayyeb in Different sentence Types 
 
Context Number Per cent 
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Declarative 19 24% 
Interrogative 17 22% 
Imperative 9 12% 
Free-standing 33 42% 
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4.2.6 ṭayyeb's Collocates 
         Similar to ba'a, ṭayyeb‘s most frequent collocate is the vocative ya (25 times), mostly occurring 
after the discourse marker (20 times). The second most frequent collocate is the word ma (particle 
lending emphasis to a suggestion or invitation) (7 times), occurring mostly subsequent to the discourse 
marker (5 times). Other frequent collocations include the negation particle meš (7 times) and the 
interrogative ēh (5 times).  
4.3 The Discourse Marker ṭab 
4.3.1 Raw Frequency 
ṭab occurred 171 times, after excluding four instances of ṭebb (medicine).  
4.3.2 Functions of the Discourse Marker ṭab 
A Dictionary of Egyptian Arabic (Badawi & Hinds, p. 553, 529) defines the DM ṭab as follows: 
 
4.3.2.1 ṭab and coherence (Role in turn-taking) 
Second and third moves 
As an information receipt token, ṭab can be used by listeners to merely acknowledge the 
reception of incoming talk, without signaling convergence or agreement, as illustrated by the following 




CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  74 
 
 ؟نيباماؼماـػمؾغؿشتماعمبر نيلحممأ  
As the example shows, ṭab can function as an information receipt token, occurring in the second slot of 
a two-part exchange. In other words, it acts as ―an appropriate second pair part in an adjacency pair‖ 
(McCarthy, 2003, p. 43). In the following extract, ṭab occurs in the third slot of a three-part exchange, 
that is, as a follow-up or third-turn receipt: 
(33) ..مةقؾحمسؼرابماقظقؼقبم ةـقـب ناقبقؼعؼمةراؿس 
 ..مافؾطماقغدظاملػمسؼرابم..مهقؾحملاإ لطز  
 ؟مفقظمافؿؾدومبر ةـقـب  
Vertical transitions 
Empirical evidence from the corpus suggests that ṭab is a change-of-activity token (Gardner, 
2005, p. 1) frequently used for vertical transitions and is never employed for horizontal transitions. It 
appears from the corpus analysis that ṭab can only be recruited for transitions into joint projects, and as 
such it occurs around conversation or topic entry points, as illustrated in the following examples, where 
ṭab grounds the transition into a new topic: 
(34) لؾضػتا دقؿلحامدؾس ؾجرماـؿقبممظ 
 ؟اؼاععمعؾطؿحمشعم ةقعادم  
 لأ دقؿلحامدؾس  
 ينصماـطماـحإمدلحملقضاحمشعماغأ مةقعاد  
 ؽؾفعؼملؾظإملظقضم دقؿلحامدؾس  
 ؟ؽصقذاحمكؿعإمبر ةقعاد  
(35) بابرملؾقؿعبا طزل ناقبقؼعؼمةراؿس 
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 كرعامتتحماغاوم..مهدرافـظامةزاجاملػ راؾظامةاؿص  
 رؼدلداملؾقتاػمبرم لطز  
(36) اؿـقلظامكاععمكغدخم ؿقعغ اؿقلظامببح 
 حماـظمافؾؿعؼمكقبأم..ممقفمصماؼمشردضاعةؼاؽ ؾقؾغ  
 حراؾعإمفؿػذمكؾظامؿؾقػظامكؾقؽحامبرم ؿقعغ  
 
ṭab‘s tendency to mark transitions into joint projects, like introducing a new topic, is reflected in 
its collocational behavior. As shown in the following set of concordance lines, ṭab collocates with a 
specific grammatical construction that roughly translates to What about …?, This construction is an 
interrogative sentence, consisting of the conjunction we, followed by a noun phrase: 
 
Figure 19. ṭab collocating with conjunction we + noun phrase  
ṭayyeb and ṭab differ with respect to the property of optionality, which some analysts see as the 
defining characteristic of DMs, that is, the fact that DMs are optional, meaning that they can be omitted 
without changing the propositional meaning of the utterance. The analysis of ṭayyeb and ṭab shows that 
while ṭab is always optional, ṭayyeb is not. To be more specific, turn-initial ṭayyeb is always optional, 
while stand-alone ṭayyeb is never optional. Consider the following examples: 
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(37) سمةرؽبم..مفػأملقؽشؽظاىردبممشزـتم..مسقبقتولأامةطمحمكؾم ؾقساسمإ ؽغرؽظا 
 .بقرم بـؼز  
(38) .ةزاجأمهدرافـظام.ؾغذمشقصماعمهدرافـظا لحاص ةؼادؾظا 
 ةقعققظامكؾسمكؼبمقؽؼدؼإمبقرم لداس  
(39) .ـػرظامدددأمكؼبأمؾغؿذأومرصادأمالدوم.فـػرغملقضابماغأ ػدقؼ تاطمتقؽظا 
 ؟نيباماؼماـػمؾغؿشتماعمبر لحممأني  
In example (37), omitting the free-standing ṭayyeb would lead to a communication breakdown, 
because the speaker (Ismail) is expecting a response from his interlocutor (Zeinab), and her failure to 
respond would indicate that she did not receive the information (e.g. she did not hear Ismail) or that she 
did receive the information, but she did not approve of it (e.g. she does not want to leave home early). 
Both cases constitute a communication breakdown. In examples (38) and (39), turn-initial ṭayyeb and 
ṭab can be dropped without disrupting communication. This could be explained by the fact that they are 
followed by discourse, which, in the absence of overt response tokens, could be taken as an indirect 
acknowledgment of incoming talk. 
The question of optionality could also be tackled from a different theoretical perspective, 
namely relevance theory (RT), championed in DM studies by Diane Blakemore (2002), as already 
alluded to in the literature review. She makes a distinction between conceptual and procedural meaning. 
The former roughly corresponds to propositional or truth-conditional meaning, while the latter is akin 
to nonpropositional or non-truth conditional meaning. According to Blakemore, DMs encode 
procedural meaning, and by this she means that they instruct the cognitive process of inferencing to 
take a particular inferential route, and thus help the hearer to recover the intended meaning. In other 
words, they constrain the inferential computations involved in utterance interpretation.  
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  77 
 
Thus even though a DM can be optional, in the sense that it can be deleted without affecting the 
propositional content of their host utterance, its deletion can still alter the inferential process. In other 
words, the use of a DM in an utterance or the lack thereof will not change the state of affairs in the 
world, but the route the mind takes to realize this state of affairs can be different in each case. This 
process can be illustrated by the following ṭab example: 
(40) اؿـقلظامكاععمكغدخ ؿقعغ اؿقلظامببح 
 اؼمشردضاعمةؼاؽحماـظمافؾؿعؼمكقبأم..ممقفمصم ؾقؾغ  
 حراؾعإمفؿػذمكؾظامؿؾقػظامكؾقؽحامبر ؿقعغ  
 
The state of affairs denoted by the utterance hosting ṭab is that Naim wants Nabil to tell him 
about the film he saw yesterday. This state of affairs is the same whether or not ṭab is used. However, in 
the absence of ṭab, Nabil would probably not make an inferential connection between what he just said 
and Naim's subsequent demand. He could think that Naim is not interested in what he said, and that he 
is, therefore, changing the topic. On the other hand, the insertion of ṭab by Naim would lead him make 
such a connection: namely, that Naim is asking Nabil to tell him about the film as a kind of 
compromise, since Nabil refuses to take him to the cinema.  
The RTs ṭayyeb and ṭab could also be analyzed in terms of Hansen's hierarchy of levels (2006). 
According to her, DMs can refer to three different levels of discourse: a global level, pertaining to the 
nature of the speech event, a local level, which pertains to the sequential environment of the DM, and a 
microlevel, which refers the level of the host utterance. Since response tokens, like ṭayyeb and ṭab, are 
by definition responses to previous talk, they can be said to be acting on the local level or the 
sequential discourse. However, they can equally act on the mircolevel. Consider for example the 
following interaction: 
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(41) لزغأم؟ينصملزغأمافصراسمشقغاعمةؿحمشحوراماعماغأم؟ينصم رساشظا ؽغرؽظا 
 كخأماؼملزغام برمخ  
 رصعمكصماـػمينعمـباماغأمؿؽؼروأمفرساػماغأمبقر رساشظا  
In the aforementioned example, the sequential position of ṭayyeb is not enough to determine its 
meaning. It is the host utterance (the microlevel) which makes it clear that ṭayyeb is used for 
threatening. Without it, ṭayyeb means consent. To use Waltereit's term, ṭayyeb has ―scope‖ variability 
(2006, p. 75). 
Like all response tokens, ṭayyeb and ṭab are ―invariably oriented to the prior turn‖ and they 
―provide the previous speaker . . . with information about the way the prior talk is being received by the 
producer of the RT (Gardner, 2005, p. 1). However, ṭab and turn-initial ṭayyeb can be said to have a 
double orientation, as language users rely on them as a means of ―simultaneously attending to prior 
turn while also setting-up next-positioned matters‖ (Beach, 1993, p. 329). That is, in addition to their 
retrospective quality, they are ―powerful projection device[s] pointing forwards to the next turn or 
discourse unit (Aijmer, 2013, p. 34). 
4.3.2.2 ṭab and interpersonal management  
Mitigating a directive act. Empirical evidence shows a remarkable affinity between ṭab and 
directive speech acts: 74% of speech acts subsequent to ṭab were directives.  
4.3.2.3 Frequencies of ṭab across discourse-marking functions 
Table 15 Frequencies of ṭab across Discourse-Marking Functions 
Function Number Per cent 
Acknowledgment 153 94% 
Giving Consent 0 0% 
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Mitigating a Directive Speech Act 9 6% 
Threatening 0 0% 
 
4.3.2.4 ṭab and speech acts 
Table 14 Frequencies of ṭab accross Speech Act Types 
 
Speech act type Number Per cent 
Directives  125 74% 
Assertives 14 8% 
Expressives  16 9% 
Commissives  16 9% 
Declarations 0 0% 
 
4.3.3 ṭab in Different Clause Positions 
ṭab is always clause-initial. 
4.3.4 ṭab in Different Sentence Types 
           Table 16 below summarizes the frequencies of ṭab in declaratives, interrogatives, and 
imperatives. As the numbers show, ṭab is most frequent in imperative sentences and least frequent in 
declaratives: 
Table 16 Frequencies of ṭab in Different Sentence Types 
 
Context Number Per cent 
Declarative 31 18% 
Interrogative 64 37% 
Imperative 76 45% 
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4.3.5 ṭab's Collocates 
         Similar to ba'a and ṭayyeb, ṭab‘s most frequent collocate is the vocative ya (26 times), usually 
occurring after the discourse marker (24 times). The second most frequent collocate is the word ma   
(particle lending emphasis to a suggestion or invitation) (22 times), occurring always after the 
discourse marker. Other frequent collocations include the interrogative ēh (17 times), the first person 
pronoun ana (14 times), the adverb kedah (13 times). Last but not least, the discourse marker ba'a 
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CHAPTER 5—DISCUSSION  
5.1 The Discourse Marker ba'a 
5.1.1 The Relationship between the Lexeme and the Discourse Marker 
Looking at the introduction to A Dictionary of Egyptian Arabic, it is not clear how the authors 
arranged the senses and sub-senses of a given word. In the case of the verb ba'a, although the to 
become sense is intuitively the most frequent, it could be the case that the to be sense came before the 
to become sense in the dictionary because the concept of BEING is more basic than the concept of 
BECOMING. In logical terms, becoming necessarily implies being, whereas being does not necessarily 
imply becoming. The eight senses of ba'a are apparently arranged such that the conceptually more 
basic precedes the conceptually more specified, which might also explain why, for instance, to be 
preceded to be (no longer), which in turn preceded to be (no longer) engaged in. Similarly, to arrive 
comes before to arrive at the point of (doing s.th.). In a monosemy approach, to be would be the core 
invariant meaning of the lexeme ba'a, and all the eight senses (in addition to the discourse-marking 
uses) must contain this core component plus further specifications. Monosemic analyses are 
problematic in several ways. First of all, some word senses, as in the case of ba'a, are not transparent 
enough, and it is quite difficult to identify the semantic relationship between them and the core sense 
without a certain degree of arbitrariness. For instance, it is hard to tell how senses like modal of 
constant or repeated action or modal of decision or emphasis could be related to the core sense to be. 
The more so when we try to account for the discourse marking functions of ba'a. Equally problematic 
in the monosemy approach is that it ―leaves the researcher at a loss to explain how the range of uses of 
a given item can vary systematically, both diachronically and in language acquisition‖ (Hansen, 2006, 
p. 24). 
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This corpus-based study is hence favoring a polysemy approach which allows for meaning 
extensions without positing a core invariant sense. These meaning extensions (including discourse-
relational meanings) could simply be motivated by family resemblance. That is, meanings which are 
thought to be connected by one essential common feature could actually be connected by overlapping 
similarities, without a single component common to all.  
As stated in Chapter 2 (Section 2.3), it is important to address the relationships among the 
various DM functions and the relationship between these functions and the meaning of the particle 
lexeme. These various senses can be conceived of as nodes in a network of semantic relations. These 
interconnected nodes need not share a core semantic component; a view which runs counter to the 
position held by monosemic approaches as alluded to earlier. The relationship between the different 
nodes is rather based on family resemblance and motivated by metaphoric or metonymic extensions. 
(―Metonymy is a cognitive process in which one conceptual entity, the vehicle, provides mental access 
to another conceptual entity, the target,within the same domain‖ (Kovecses & Radden, 1998, p. 39).) In 
the case of ba'a, the primary sense of the lexeme, (to become) can be conceptually linked to the main 
sense of the DM (the end of something), which in turn can be related to a secondary sense of the DM 
(conclusion) in the following manner: Becoming something means ending up being something, and a 
conclusion is a kind of end. (Becoming is also diachronically prior to end/conclusion) This meaning 
chain is graphically represented in Figure 1: 
 Figure 1. ba'a's semantic network 
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5.1.2  ba'a's Functions 
The distribution of ba'a across different discourse-marking functions shows a higher percentage 
of coherence-related functions (67%), compared to functions pertaining to interpersonal management 
(33%). The predominance of coherence-related discoursal functions could be attributed to the 
unidirectional tendencies of diachronic semantic change, including the tendency for senses to become 
increasingly subjective, as posited by Traugott and Dasher (2001). That is, forms indicating objective, 
ideational, external senses acquire subjective, speaker-based, internal senses in the course of time.  
5.1.2.1  ba'a and coherence  
By looking at the conclusion function of ba'a, which is the most important in terms of 
frequency (38%), we notice that, in the majority of examples, the prior discourse related by the DM 
ba’a is linguistic. It will be remembered that some scholars prefer discourse content over discourse 
utterance, finding the latter characterization too narrow, given that DMs can also link implicit or 
presupposed utterances, that is non-linguistic discourse. This may go some way towards explaining 
how a speaker can indeed initiate talk, using ba'a. The fact that the very first statement uttered in a 
given situation can host ba'a suggests that prior discourse can well be non-linguistic (cognitive, 
situational, etc.). In our screen dialog corpus, it is not  uncommon for leave-taking expressions to host 
ba’a, as in كؼبماغأمنذأؿدأ and ملاد كؼب . These utterances are usually discourse-initial and are not elicited by a 
dialog partner, suggesting that the utterance hosting ba’a is cohering with non-linguistic previous 
discourse. Moreover, the fact that leave-taking takes place at the end of an encounter to conclude an 
exchange provides further clues to the strong ties between the DM ba’a and the conceptual domain of 
END. 
Still, the conclusion function of ba’a is to be distinguished from that of entailment. In her 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  84 
 
analysis of yaʕni, El Shimi (1992) identifies several coherence-establishing functions, including 
highlighting entailment relations. Under the heading entailment, El Shimi states that ―/yaʕni/ linked a 
logical inference or a conclusion derived from previous discourse‖ (p. 23). She gives the following 
example to illustrate this discourse-marking function: 
(1) تـؾظاومدظقظامينبماعمةضرػتمفقصمنيعؼم،دظومنقؽقبمبيقؾظامنإمقظمؾصقؿبميدمةؼاؽلحامؽترضحماعؾر 
 of course er this happens if the baby is a boy, (so) there is discrimination between boys 
and girls 
Substitution tests reveal that the conclusion functions fulfilled by yaʕni and ba’a are not exactly the 
same. For instance, replacing yaʕni by ba’a in the aforementioned utterance yields an awkward result: 
 يدمةؼاؽلحامؽترضحمًاعؾرمممتـؾظاومدظقظامينبماعمةضرػتمكؼبمفقصم،دظومنقؽقبمبيقؾظامنإمقظمؾصقؿب  
 
However, in the following sequence, ba’a can be replaced by yaʕni, and the result is acceptable: 
 زقظاومطؾظاومينؿلظاومؽِّؾمعلِلدامكؼبمشلابم،بؾؼظامكصمينغاؾعتمينعاؿصمكدـس 
 غاؾعتمينعاؿصمكدـسزقظاومطؾظاومينؿلظاومؽِّؾمعلِلدامشلابمنيعؼمم،بؾؼظامكصمين  
It would appear from these tests that the conclusion functions fulfilled by yaʕni are more general than 
those performed by ba’a. 
The second most frequent function of ba'a is to mark contrast. Recruiting ba'a for this 
discourse-marking function could be accounted for if we take into consideration the primary meaning 
of the lexeme ba'a, i.e. to become. to become is to undergo change or development, which is akin to the 
concept of contrast, where two entities are compared to show how they differ, or how one entity 
becomes different from  another.  
Unlike ṭayyeb and ṭab, ba’a does not seem to operate on the level of turn taking, and this 
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probably has to do with its position in the clause. Discourse markers that play an important role in the 
dynamics of turn taking are typically clause-initial. This strategic position facilitates turn taking, turn 
quitting, and the opening or closing of conversations. ba’a, however, rarely occupies this slot, with 
only 5% of instances occurring clause-initially. 
Although infrequent, clause-initial ba’a is intriguing both structurally and functionally. Unlike 
other positions, it is highly specified, both in terms of its syntactic structure and its function. 
Syntactically, its host utterance must be an interrogative sentence, which often consists of two 
contrasting propositions. Discourse-functionally, it signals a very specific affective stance, namely 
surprise and/or sarcasm. However, a closer look at this pattern shows other layers of function, namely 
contrast and conclusion, acting simultaneously. The contrast can be observed in the two juxtaposed 
propositions that constitute the host utterance: 
(2) ؟مهدمداقؾظمافقعرغممقؼغمممممممالهممدؼتاملؾظإمرقؿطدظابمشاـقضرماعماـحإمكؼب ملأا ؾجرماـؿقبممظ 
 ؟ؽظافؼدأومممممممافقؾسمبيؾضممدمفرصأومبعتأومكؼذأماغأمكؼب باؼدم ؽغرؽظا 
 ؟ةغاقصدمتيغإملظقؼتومممممممممممممممممممممممؾقؾظامزسممظمنيققصتمتغإمكؼب ةدلجا اؿقلظامببح 
 
The second proposition can be seen as an unmarked conclusion, which can be revealed by adding to it 
adverbs like finally, eventually, or ultimately, or, in Arabic,  اهترخآ: 
 ممقؼغممممممممممالهممدؼتاملؾظإمرقؿطدظابمشاـقضرماعماـحإمكؼبافترخآم؟مهدمداقؾظمافقعرغ ملأام مظمؾجرماـؿقب 
 وممممممممممافقؾسمبيؾضممدمفرصأومبعتأومكؼذأماغأمكؼبمافترخآم؟ؽظافؼدأ باؼد ؽغرؽظا 
 ممممممممممممممممممممممممممؾقؾظامزسممظمنيققصتمتغإمكؼبافترخآومم؟ةغاقصدمتيغإملظقؼت ةدلجا اؿقلظامببح 
 
This analysis is in line with Traugott and Dasher (2001), who point out that discourse markers can 
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simultaneously mark external and speaker-oriented relations. 
5.1.2.2  ba'a and interpersonal management  
ba'a has been shown to mark affective stances, like end of patience and surprise. Discourse 
markers in other languages which have similar stance-marking properties include the Norwegian na 
which can have the  affective meaning (impatience, irritation, surprise)‖ (Hasselgard, 2006, p. 104). 
5.1.2.3  ba'a and speech acts  
ba'a accompanied all major speech act categories except declarations. ba'a was most frequent in 
directives (42%). A possible explanation for this might be that commands are often accompanied by 
emotions, like impatience and irritability, which, as has been shown, can be marked by ba'a. 
Declarations ―change the state of the world in an immediate way‖ (Green, 2012, p. 13), and they 
include the speech acts of declaring war, baptizing, appointing, naming, awarding, etc. It would seem 
that ba'a does not accompany declarations for reasons related to the level of formality. In Arabic, 
declarations are normally made in highly formal settings using official, if not ceremonial, language, 
hence the unlikelihood of using very informal expressions like ba'a.  
5.1.2.4 Interaction between ba'a's function and its position in the clause  
The interaction between  ba'a's function and its position in the clause can be observed, for 
example, in the affinity between end of patience and end of encounter functions and the clause-final 
position, where the functional end is mirrored by the structural final. When fulfilling these functions,  
ba'a never occupies clause-initial or clause-medial slots. The analysis also shows an affinity between 
the contrast function and the clause-medial position. Upon closer examination of this ba'a subcategory, 
it has been observed that  ba'a is usually inserted right after the subject of the clause, as in اغأ كؼب شع نيؾجاس , 
to contrast the subject with an entity in prior discourse, which may explain the relationship between the 
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contrast-marking ba'a and the clause-medial position. 
5.1.2.5 Interaction between ba'a's function and sentence type 
ba'a's function also interacts with sentence type in interesting ways. For example, the 
contrastive function was understandably most frequent in declarative sentences and least frequent in 
imperatives. As for the end of encounter function, it never occurred in the interrogative, and occurred 
only once in the imperative. This is unsurprising because it would be highly unusual to take leave by 
asking a question or giving an order. The end of patience function, on the contrary, was most frequent 
in imperatives, since these are usually accompanied by affective states, like impatience and irritation. 
When used to express surprise, ba'a occurs only in interrogative sentences. A possible explanation for 
this might be that emotions of surprise are accompanied by a sense of incredulity and disbelief, which 
are best expressed in the form of a question that attempts to get the listener to supply information to 
validate or invalidate the sudden change in the speaker‘s state of knowledge or awareness. Thus it 
would seem odd to express surprise and astonishment using declaratives or, much less, imperatives. 
Finally, when ba'a is used to mark politeness, it never occurs in the imperative, possibly due to the 
face-threatening potential of giving commands. 
5.1.3  ba'a's Collocational Behavior 
The discourse marker ba'a is characteristic of the spoken register, and this can observed in 
ba'a‘s collocation with the vocative ya and with first and second person pronouns. Its collocation with 
the negation particle meš could be attributed to ba'a‘s contrastive function, since negation is perhaps 
the ultimate means of expressing contrast (x is y, x is not y). 
5.2 The Discourse Markers ṭayyeb and ṭab 
5.2.1 The Relationship between the Lexeme and the Discourse Marker 
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Before analyzing the relationship between the lexeme and the discourse marker, it may be 
worthwhile stopping briefly to discuss the terminology used. It will be recalled that there is a lack of 
consensus on the best term to use when referring to DMs, and that several researchers prefer the term 
particle over marker for reasons we have articulated already. When referring to response tokens, such 
as ṭayyeb and ṭab, I believe that the label marker is more accurate than particle because research on 
RTs does not limit itself to linguistic phenomena, but rather takes into account non-linguistic responses 
as well, like head nods and shoulder shrugs. For this reason, I have preferred to use the functional term 
marker over the formal particle. 
Having justified the choice of terminology, I turn my attention to the semantics of ṭayyeb and 
ṭab. Since this study does not adopt a homonomy approach, it assumes a semantic relationship between 
the adjective ṭayyeb and the DMs ṭayyeb and ṭab. As is the case with ba'a, this relationship could be 
based on metaphorical mappings. It is, therefore, not surprising that the adjective ṭayyeb, which means 
good, eventually acquires discourse-marking functions, such as acknowledgment or consent. In both 
functions, it is as if the listener responds to his or her speaker by saying That's good. 
5.2.2 The Relationship between ṭayyeb and ṭab 
Although a diachronic study is needed to substantiate this claim, it seems plausible that the 
adverbial usage of ṭayyeb, as in   بقرمتؾؿس (Badawi & Hinds, p.553), was an intermediate stage between 
the adjective and the discourse marker. In this diachronic process, the scope of the lexical item widens 
gradually: adj -> noun, adv -> verb phrase, DM -> clause. The form ṭab, on the other hand, is a 
shortened variant of the DM ṭayyeb, and is believed to be diachronically posterior it. The fact that ṭab is 
prosodically highly integrated in subsequent discourse, leaving no room for a perceptible pause, could 
explain how it evolved diachronically from ṭayyeb into its current reduced form. The historical 
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relationship between the DMs ṭayyeb and  ṭab is evidenced in the great similarity and overlap between 
their functions.  
5.2.3 Differences between ṭayyeb and ṭab in Navigating Joint Projects 
As we have seen in Chapter 4, both  ṭayyeb and ṭab are used by interlocutors to navigate joint 
projects, specifically in vertical transitions, i.e. entering and exiting conversations and topics. Corpus 
evidence has shown, however, that ṭayyeb and ṭab act differently in this respect. While  stand-alone 
ṭayyeb can only signal transitions out of joint projects, ṭab can only be recruited for transitions into such 
projects. Turn-initial ṭayyeb, on the other hand, has been found to mark transitions both into and out of 
joint projects.  This variability could be explained if turn-initial ṭayyeb is conceived of as an 
intermediate stage between stand-alone ṭayyeb and ṭab. 
5.2.4  ṭayyeb and ṭab and Interpersonal Management 
Empirical evidence shows a remarkable affinity between the RTs ṭayyeb and ṭab and directive 
speech acts: 64% of speech acts following turn-initial ṭayyeb were directives, and 74% of speech acts 
subsequent to ṭab were also directives. This affinity could well be linked to the mitigating effect of 
ṭayyeb and ṭab on the harshness of directive acts, like giving orders. Due to their high face-threatening 
potential, directives can be prefaced by response tokens, like ṭayyeb and ṭab, thus signaling that talk by 
the dialog partner has been heard and acknowledged. It is as if the ṭayyeb or ṭab user is saying to his or 
her addressee I am giving you an order, after acknowledging and understaning what you just told me. 
To illustrate this point, consider the following examples, with and without the RT. Omitting ṭayyeb and 
ṭab cancels their mitigating effect, leaving the commanding force of the directive unattenuated: 
(3) ناعزميزمدقؿلحامدؾسمبيقؿبمؽغإملظمأقفؿقبماغأمةقعادماؼممظرعت لاقغ مظمؾجرماـؿقب 
 ةغاطؾشملؼؾتمهدطمؽظمأقفؿقبمناطمقظم ةقعاد  
 09  SREKRAM ESRUOCSID ACE EERHT FO YDUTS DESAB-SUPROC
 
  غقال خلاصمبؼكمأعالمإؼفمإظؾلمعزسؾؽمدهمبابامحؾػمإغؽمعشمحؿؿفقزؼف؟ 
  داعقة ربمطػاؼةمبؼكمؼامغقالمدقؾقنيمظقحدي 
 مظمبقؿـامرجؾ ػؿام وبعدمطدهمعامضابؾشمحدمتاغل؟ )4(
  مخبر ملأمؼامبقف 
  ػؿام ولامغزظشمعـماظؾقتمتاغل؟ 
  مخبر ملأمؼامبقفمعامغزظش 
  ػؿام ربمروحمإغت 
 اظؾداؼة ذفيرة لأ.مماسمعمطلاعفؿ.ممإغتمتاخدػؿمباظلقادةموتفّدؼفؿمواتفاودمععاػؿ. )5(
  غؾقف ععماظقششمدول؟ 
  ذفيرة اسمعمطلاعل.ممرارلملحّدماظعاصػةمعامتفدىموتػقتمسؾكمخير. 
  غؾقف راسل.ممربمخشلمإغتمجّقا..مأغامعامحّدشمؼؾقيمد 
 اظؽرغؽ الدعؾؿة غّضػتمالإزازمده؟ )6(
  اظصبي أؼقه 
  الدعؾؿة رقبمغّضػماظؾكمػـاكم. 
    
 eht fo erutacilpmi citamgarp a sa yllaudarg degreme evah yam beyyaṭ fo esnes gninetaerht ehT           
 tneuqerf eht fo ‖tceffe edis― a eb llew dluoc gninaem gninetaerht ehT .esnes tnesnoc gnitsixe
 yleman ,txetnoc fo epyt cificeps a ni )gninaem llew laibrevda eht ro( gninaem tnesnoc eht fo ecnerrucco




CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  91 
 
CHAPTER 6—PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION  
6.1 Pedagogical Implications of the Study 
6.1.1 The Impact of Discourse Markers on Second Language Learning 
If a foreign language learner says five sheeps or he goed, he can be corrected by practically 
every native speaker. If, on the other hand, he omits a well, the likely reaction will be that he is 
dogmatic, impolite, boring, awkward to talk to, etc., but a native speaker cannot pinpoint an 
‗error‘ (Svartvik, 1980, p. 171). 
As Svartvik observes, native speakers will easily detect errors related to morphology, while it is 
much harder to pinpoint an ―error‖ in the use of DMs. Language learners underusing or misusing them 
would rather be deemed impolite or awkward. This difficulty in grasping ―mistakes‖in DM usage is 
due to the fact that this category of linguistic items belongs to subtle pragmatic aspects that reflect the 
cultural and social values of the language, and whose knowledge is the trademark of the native speaker. 
Therefore, language learners aspiring to native speaker proficiency can never attain that status without 
mastering DMs. However, this is not to imply that knowledge of DMs is important only for superior 
level learners. Since DMs enhance discourse coherence and signal speakers‘ attitudes, thus facilitating 
interaction, it is reasonable to expect that insufficient or incorrect use of DMs by language learners 
would impede efficient communication or lead to intercultural pragmatic failure. Since L2 learners (and 
language users in general) take part in interactive discourse, it is their responsibility to indicate to their 
addressees the relations of utterances to prior and subsequent discourse, and to convey, at the same 
time, their attitudes and intentions, hence the importance of mastering DMs, both in comprehension 
and production, as necessary components of pragmatic and intercultural competence. Furthermore, and 
according to Ellis (1997), successful communication, as facilitated by DMs, could possibly accelerate 
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the learning of grammar, and so there could be a correlation between acquisition of grammar and the 
acquisition of DMs, which is another reason for emphasizing DMs both in the classroom and in 
linguistic research. 
As I have shown in this study, ECA discourse markers, like in other languages, do play an 
important role in discourse coherence and interpersonal management, and their omission by the AFL 
learner could cause misinterpretations or give the impression that he or she is being impolite by 
ignoring the status or the feelings of his or her interlocutor. The following exchange, for instance, 







ba’a creates a premise-conclusion relation between the host utterance and previous discourse. The 
caller intends the grandmother to make the following inference: Since she now knows that old women 
turn him on, she should therefore yield to his demand and tell him the color of her nightgown. By 
omitting ba’a, the intended interpretation is potentially altered or lost. Without the marker, the 
utterance فؼإمفغقظممقغمصقؿضمةلبلامكؼبمكؾقظقضم؟ seems to simply signal a change of topic. The caller shifts from 
talking about his lust for old women to asking about the color of the grandmother‘s nightgown, with no 
apparent connection between the two topics.  
We have also seen that ba'a can be used to signal politeness, as in: 
(2) ؾلمحامؾغؿدأملغإمتؼقغمةحارصبماغأ 
ana beṣarāḥa nawēt enni astağell el-maḥall 
I've decided to make use of the shop. 
نيلح ةؼادؾظا 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  93 
 
 ؟كؼبمفؼإممظمفّؾغؿلت 
testağellu fi ēh ba'a? 
How are you going to make use of it ba'a (if I may ask)? 
ناضعر  
 
A deletion test can highlight the face-saving, attenuator function of ba'a, without which the statement is 
potentially face-threatening. Whereas فّؾغؿلتممظم؟فؼإم sounds inquisitive and authoritarian, مظمفّؾغؿلت؟كؼبمفؼإمم  sounds 
curious, showing eagerness to know or learn something about the addressee. ba'a can thus be used 
strategically to take the sharpness from utterances. 
The same can be said of ṭayyeb and ṭab, which can be used, as we have pointed out, to mitigate 
directive speech acts. Due to their high face-threatening potential, directives can be prefaced by 
response tokens, like ṭayyeb and ṭab, thus signaling that talk by the dialog partner has been heard and 
acknowledged. It is as if the ṭayyeb or ṭab user is saying to his or her addressee I am giving you an 
order, after acknowledging and understaning what you just told me. To illustrate this point, consider the 
following examples, with and without the RT. Omitting ṭayyeb and ṭab cancels their mitigating effect, 
leaving the commanding force of the directive unattenuated: 
(3) ناعزميزمدقؿلحامدؾسمبيقؿبمؽغإملظمأقفؿقبماغأمةقعادماؼممظرعت لاقغ ؾجرماـؿقبممظ 
 ةغاطؾشملؼؾتمهدطمؽظمأقفؿقبمناطمقظ ةقعاد  
 ؟فؼزقفؿؿحمشعمؽغإمػؾحمابابمهدمؽؾسزعملؾظإمفؼإملاعأمكؼبمصلاخ لاقغ  
 يدحقظمنيقؾقدملاقغماؼمكؼبمةؼاػطمبر ةقعاد  
(4) ؟لغاتمدحمشؾباضماعمهدطمدعبوم ماؿػ ؾجرماـؿقبممظ 
 فقبماؼملأ برمخ  
 ؟لغاتمتقؾظامـعمشظزغملاو ماؿػ  
 شظزغماعمفقبماؼملأ برمخ  
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 تغإمحورمبر ماؿػ  
(5) .ؿػاععمدوافتاومؿفؼّدفتومةداقلظابمؿػدخاتمتغإمم.ؿفعلاطمعسمامم.لأ ةيرفذ ةؼادؾظا 
 ؟لودمششقظامعع فقؾغ  
 .يرخمكؾسمتقػتومىدفتماعمةػصاعظامّدلحملرارمم.لعلاطمعسما ةيرفذ  
 مم.لساردميقؾؼمشّدحماعماغأم..اّقجمتغإملشخمبر فقؾغ  
(6) ؟هدمزازلإامتػّضغ ةؿؾعلدا ؽغرؽظا 
 هقؼأ بيصظا  
 .مكاـػمكؾظامػّضغمبقر ةؿؾعلدا  
DMs should, therefore, occupy a more prominent position in Arabic learning and teaching. AFL 
teachers are advised to instruct their students about the different functions fulfilled by DMs. It may be 
better to first introduce concepts like discourse, coherence, and speaker-oriented meaning, whose 
understanding is necessary to grasp the role of DMs in spoken interaction. Once students are familiar 
with these concepts, they are cognitively ready to learn and acquire DMs. Although they constitute a 
―special kind‖ of lexical items, they can be taught by applying the techniques and strategies used in 
learning general vocabulary. 
Research on vocabulary acquisition has shown us that lexical knowledge is not something that 
could be perfectly mastered. It deepens and expands over time, and the process could take years and 
years before the second language learner reaches native speaker competence. DMs, like other 
vocabulary items, can be acquired incidentally, i.e. indirectly, by exposure to the language, or 
intentionally through explicit classroom instruction. Teachers could start with noticing activities, by 
helping their students, using authentic material, to become aware of the existence of DMs in the first 
place. After noticing, they can make informed guesses about DM meanings, using the linguistic and 
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pragmatic context. Having received teacher feedback, confirming or rejecting their hypotheses, 
students should be presented with a clear and systematic explanation of the DMs in question, before 
they can start using them productively. In the following sections, a brief overview of corpus-based 
vocabulary instruction will be presented, and how it can be applied to the teaching and learning of DMs 
in particular, giving examples from ECA.  
6.1.2 Corpus Linguistics and Second Language Teaching 
6.1.2.1 Indirect applications 
Corpora can also inform language teaching indirectly through materials development and 
syllabus design. ―Corpora have proven to be an invaluable resource in the design of language teaching 
syllabi which emphasise communicative competence‖ (Hymes, 1972, 1992). The near absence of 
discourse markers in ECA books and curricula calls for corpus-inspired adjustments and for revised 
descriptions that present a more appropriate picture of language as it is actually used. Due to the lack of 
explicit instruction, ―pragmatic transfer between language can, on occasion, make non-native speakers 
(NNSs) appear rude or insincere‖ (O‘Keeffe et al., 2011, p. 138). Yoshimi (2001) used an experimental 
design to study the effects of explicit instruction on the use of discourse markers by English speakers of 
Japanese. She noted that instructed learners showed a remarkable increase in the frequency of using 
DMs, while no similar increase was seen in the control group. 
6.1.2.2 Direct applications 
This means direct access by learners and teachers to corpus tools in the language classroom. 
John Sinclair made the suggestion ―to confront the learner as directly as  possible with the data, and to 
make the learner a linguistic researcher‖ (Johns, 2002, p. 108). This is now widely known as data-
driven learning. Corpora can be used in the classroom as language awareness-raising tools, thus 
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situating this approach within the larger field of form-focused instruction. This corpus-aided discovery 
learning fosters learners' motivation and autonomy. Concordancing has also been shown to ―mimic the 
effects of natural contextual learning‖ (Cobb, 1997, p. 314). Through exposure to copious examples of 
discourse markers like ba'a, ṭab, ṭayyeb, bass, etc., ECA learners can develop a deeper understanding 
of the different roles they play in different contexts. The following are a number of corpus-based 
classroom activities that can be used in learning DMs: 
A KWIC (Key Word in Context) gap activity 
In this activity, a keyword, in this case ba'a, is shown surrounded by its co-text, as in the 




The software is then asked to ―gap‖ the lines: 
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For a more user-friendly interface, the concordance lines can then be transferred to a Word file, to be 
used in a fill-in-the-spaces exercise. This activity can be rendered more challenging by mixing other 
DMs, like ṭayyeb, and ṭab. For more advanced levels, false gaps can be added, where students must 
study the context to decide on using or not using a DM. Another variation would be to include 
examples of the verb ba'a and the adjective ṭayyeb to see if students can distinguish the lexemes from 
the markers. 
Observing the pattern to guess the meaning 
For example, students are asked to study these concordances: 
 
 
First they are asked if they can notice a pattern. For instance, the fact that the ba'a clause starts with the 
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first person pronoun, and that ba'a is clause-medial. Students are then asked to try to find a meaning 
common to all these examples, namely that the speaker wants to convey a contrast or difference 
between him- or herself and the rest of the group of which he/she is part. 
Multiple choice 
For example, students are presented with a screenful of ba'a concordance lines taken randomly 
and a list of all the different functions fulfilled by the DM, and their task is to examine each line and 
decide which function is being used in each case. If the context seems insufficient, they can always 
access the source files. 
Testing hypotheses using corpus data 
In this activity, students take the opposite direction, moving from the source files, i.e. the film 
scripts, to the concordance lines. For example, they can be asked to examine several examples of 
ṭayyeb in a particular film, thinking about the context in which the DM occurs. They can then test their 
hypotheses by looking at corpus data.  
Comparing similar markers 
Learners can compare ṭayyeb and ṭab by looking for patterns in form and meaning. In what 
ways are the forms and meanings similar or different? 
Comparing learner corpora with native speaker corpora 
Comparisons can be made with regards to frequency of usage as well as structural and 
functional choices. Thus AFL learners can be made aware of their underuse, overuse, or misuse of 
DMs.  
6.2 Limitations of the Study 
6.2.1 Limitations of Corpus-Based Studies in General 
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Perhaps the most serious disadvantage has to do with the representativeness of the corpus. Since 
language is infinite, an even multi-billion word corpus is not adequately representative of language. 
Representativeness is closely linked to the concept of generalizability. As a general rule, corpus-based 
results are only generalizable to the selected sample. However, similar to experimental studies, the 
larger the sample (that is, the corpus), the more representative it is of the target population, and the 
more valid the results. Yet, the question of representativeness should not compromise the results of this 
study, because it uses the purposeful (not the representative) sampling paradigm. (see 2.2 Data 
Collection) 
6.2.2 Limitations of Using Corpora to Study Pragmatics 
          These include the lack of textual features, like fonts, layout, photographs; lack of prosodic 
features; lack of non-verbal dimensions (gestures, facial expressions, etc.). The social background of 
speakers is also usually scanty. However, these disadvantages are not a problem in this study due to the 
availability of audiovisual files. 
6.2.3 Limitations of Using Films to Study Pragmatics 
―[H]ow well does film language represent the ways that people actually speak?‖ (Rose, 2001, p. 
309) Kenneth Rose attempts to answer this question by comparing a corpus of compliments and 
compliment responses taken from forty American films with naturally occurring data. His results 
suggest that film language is most representative of natural speech in terms of pragmalinguistics (i.e. 
the forms and expressions used) and less so from the perspective of sociopragmatics (i.e. the 
sociological dimension). 
Similarly, O‘Keeffe et al. (2011) make a comparison between everyday casual conversation and 
the language of soap operas. They observe that argumentation and confrontation are central to the plot. 
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Their analysis of the most frequent three-word clusters in soap opera scripts reflects this feature of the 
dramatic genre. The list is topped by argumentative expressions like ―I don‘t think‖, ―no no no‖, or 
―what do you?‖. Also more face-threatening acts are expected to be found in soap operas than in 
naturally occurring everyday language. 
Also, in a corpus-based study (Harris & Jaén, 2010) comparing parts of speech and semantic 
fields in the British National Corpus (BNC) and a corpus of films, it has been observed that singular 
and plural common nouns are overused in movies. This higher frequency of content words in screen 
dialog has been attributed to the need to tell exciting stories under a significant time constraint. As a 
consequence, films contain less interpersonal language (like discourse-marking expressions) and more 
ideational or informative content. However, from a qualitative perspective, discourse markers do not 
seem to behave differently in films compared to naturally occurring language, as implied by Cuenca 
(2008) in her study of well. (see 2.2 Data Collection) 
Finally, film language can become obsolete over time. However, even though some of the films 
used in this study are relatively old, dating from the sixties or seventies, they are probably still 
representative, as far as discourse markers are concerned, since these belong to the grammar, after they 
evolved from lexical items to become grammatical markers through a long process of 
grammaticalization. As demonstrated by research on language change, grammatical items, or closed-
class words are far more resistant to change than lexical items, or open-class words. 
6.2.4 Limitations of the Corpus Software 
Although WordSmith Tools is a suitable tool for the purposes of this study, it still lacks the 
abilities of multimodal corpora and morphological analyzers. These, however, are costly. 
6.3 Suggestions for Future Research  
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Building on findings from this synchronic corpus-based study, future research may provide 
diachronic evidence, using data from earlier stages of Egyptian Colloquial Arabic, to establish the links 
between the different DM readings and how they gradually evolved from their lexemes. New light can 
also be shed on ba'a, ṭayyeb and ṭab, and their different functions by exploring the role played by 
sociolinguistic variables, such as speaker role, age, gender, and social class. Since this study had the 
limitation of using a small corpus of film language, it may be worthwhile replicating this study, based 
on a larger corpus of naturally occurring data, thus achieving more representativeness. Furthermore, 
better results will be obtained from the use of more sophisticated technologies than WordSmith Tools, 
like morphological analyzers and multimodal corpora, where audiovisual data, like gestural 
expressivity, emotions, and prosody, are annotated, which can provide valuable insight into the 
semantics and pragmatics of discourse markers. For pedagogical purposes, however, learner corpora of 
ECA can be especially useful, by comparing and analyzing native and non-native uses of discourse 
markers. It is hoped that this modest contribution will further our understanding of ECA discourse 
markers and pave the way for more research in this exciting new area. 
6.4 Conclusion 
To conclude, this study has explored how three Egyptian Colloquial Arabic discourse markers, 
namely ba'a, ṭayyeb and ṭab, are used in Egyptian film language, using corpus-based tools and 
methodologies. It emphasizes the importance of fine-grained analyses of Arabic corpora, where the 
corpus used in the study is indeed small and lends itself to such explorations. Interrogating the corpus 
has revealed a rather complex picture of uses of ba'a, ṭayyeb and ṭab, which challenges the notion that 
discourse markers are dismissible as communicatively superfluous, and thus can safely be dropped 
from language teaching curricula. This enquiry has demonstrated that ba'a, ṭayyeb and ṭab do not just 
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―sit in the gaps‖ between utterances, but they play a crucial role in constructing and consolidating both 
textual and social relations. The analysis of concordance lines and the source files has shown that ba'a 
facilitates discourse coherence by marking contrasts and conclusions. In addition, it can signal speaker 
attitudes and feelings, like impatience, surprise, and sarcasm. While ba'a can be used to initiate talk, 
ṭayyeb and ṭab are primarily response tokens with overlapping functions. The study has also shown 
how syntactic variables, like position of the DM within the clause or sentence type, can be associated 
with changes in function. Even though a diachronic study is needed to verify this claim, it is suggested 
that the DMs ba'a, ṭayyeb and ṭab and the functions they fulfil are semantically linked to the lexemes 











Aijmer, K. (2013). Understanding pragmatic markers: a variational pragmatic approach. 
Edinburgh University Press. 
Aijmer, K., Foolen, A., & Simon-Vandenbergen, A.-M. (2006). Pragmatic markers in translation: 
a methodological proposal. Approaches to Discourse Particles, 1, 101–114. 
Aijmer, K., & Simon-Vandenbergen, A.-M. (2003). The discourse particle well and its 
equivalents in Swedish and Dutch. Linguistics, 41(6; ISSU 388), 1123–1162. 
Aijmer, K., & Simon-Vandenbergen, A.-M. (2006). Pragmatic markers in contrast (Vol. 2). 
Elsevier. 
Bangerter, A., & Clark, H. H. (2003). Navigating joint projects with dialogue. Cognitive Science, 
27(2), 195–225. 
Bangerter, A., Clark, H. H., & Katz, A. R. (2004). Navigating joint projects in telephone 
conversations. Discourse Processes, 37(1), 1–23. 
Bazzanella, C. (1990). Phatic connectives as interactional cues in contemporary spoken Italian. 
Journal of Pragmatics, 14(4), 629–647. 
Bazzanella, C. (2006). Discourse markers in Italian: Towards a― compositional‖ meaning. 
Approaches to Discourse Particles, Amsterdam, Elsevier, 449–464. 
Beach, W. A. (1993). Transitional regularities for ―casual‖―Okay‖ usages. Journal of Pragmatics, 
19(4), 325–352. 
Biber, D., & Conrad, S. (1999). Lexical bundles in conversation and academic prose. Language 
And Computers, 26, 181–190. 
Biber, D., Johansson, S., Leech, G., Conrad, S., Finegan, E., & Quirk, R. (1999). Longman 
grammar of spoken and written English. London/New York. 
Blakemore, D. (2002). Relevance and linguistic meaning: The semantics and pragmatics of 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  104 
 
discourse markers (Vol. 99). Cambridge University Press. 
Carter, R., & McCarthy, M. (2006). Cambridge grammar of English: a comprehensive guide; 
spoken and written English grammar and usage. Ernst Klett Sprachen. 
Celce-Murcia, M., & Olshtain, E. (2000). Discourse and context in language teaching: A guide 
for language teachers. Ernst Klett Sprachen. 
Cobb, T. (1997). Is there any measurable learning from hands-on concordancing? System, 25(3), 
301–315.  
Condon, S. L. (2001). Discourse ok revisited: Default organization in verbal interaction. Journal 
of Pragmatics, 33(4), 491–513. 
Coulmas, F. (1979). On the sociolinguistic relevance of routine formulae. Journal of Pragmatics, 
3(3), 239–266. 
Cuenca, M.-J. (2008). Pragmatic markers in contrast: The case of< i> well</i>. Journal of 
Pragmatics, 40(8), 1373–1391. 
Diewald, G. (2006). Discourse particles and modal particles as grammatical elements. 
Approaches to Discourse Particles, 403–426. 
Downing, A. (2006). The English pragmatic marker surely and its functional counterparts in 
Spanish. Pragmatic Markers in Contrast, 2, 39. 
Ellis, R. (1997). Second language acquisition. The United States: Oxford. 
El Shimi, A. (n.d.). Discourse markers: functions of /Jaʻni/ in educated Egyptian Arabic. 
Farr, F. (2003). Engaged listenership in spoken academic discourse: the case of student–tutor 
meetings. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 2(1), 67–85. 
Fischer, K. (2006). Towards an understanding of the spectrum of approaches to discourse 
particles: Introduction to the volume. Approaches to Discourse Particles. Amsterdam: 
Elsevier, 1–20. 
Foolen, A. (2001). Review of ―The Function of Discourse Particles. A Study with Special 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  105 
 
Reference to Spoken Standard French‖ by Maj-Britt Mosegaard Hansen. Studies in 
Language, 25(2), 347–353. 
Frank-Job, B. (2006). A dynamic-interactional approach to discourse markers. Approaches to 
Discourse Particles, 395–413. 
Fraser, B. (1996). Pragmatic markers. Pragmatics, 6, 167–190. 
Fraser, B. (2006). Towards a theory of discourse markers. Approaches to Discourse Particles, 1, 
189–205. 
Gardner, R. (2001). When listeners talk: Response tokens and listener stance (Vol. 92). John 
Benjamins Publishing. 
Gardner, R. (2005). Acknowledging Strong Ties between Utterances in Talk: Connections 
through‘Right‘as a Response Token. 
Gilmore, A. (2007). Authentic materials and authenticity in foreign language learning. Language 
Teaching, 40(02), 97–118. 
Greaves, C., & Warren, M. (2010). What can a corpus tell us about multi-word units. Routledge 
Handbook of Corpus Linguistics, 212–226. 
Green, A. (2012). Language functions revisited: Theoretical and empirical bases for language 
construct definition across the ability range (Vol. 2). Cambridge University Press. 
Gülich, E. (1999). Les activités de structuration dans l‘interaction verbale. In Le français parlé: 
variétés et discours, Actes du colloque de Heidelberg (4-6 décembre 1997), Presses 
universitaires de Montpellier, Montpellier (pp. 21–47). 
Hansen, M.-B. M. (1998). The function of discourse particles: a study with special reference to 
spoken standard French (Vol. 53). John Benjamins Publishing. 
Hansen, M.-B. M. (2006). A dynamic polysemy approach to the lexical semantics of discourse 
markers (with an exemplary analysis of French toujours). Approaches to Discourse 
Particles, 1, 21–42. 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  106 
 
Harris, T., & Jaén, M. M. (2010). Corpus linguistics in language teaching (Vol. 128). Peter Lang. 
Hasselgård, H. (2006). Not now–on non-correspondence between the cognate adverbs now and 
nå. Pragmatic Markers in Contrast, 2, 93–114. 
Hinds, M. A dictionary of egyptian-arabic: arabic-english. [S.l.]: French & European Publica. 
Hunston, S. (2002). Corpora in applied linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Hymes, D. (1972). On communicative competence. Sociolinguistics, 269293, 269–293. 
Hymes, D. (1992). The concept of communicative competence revisited. Thirty Years of 
Linguistic Evolution. Studies in Honour of René Dirven on the Occasion of His Sixtieth 
Birthday, 31–57. 
Johns, T. (2002). Data-driven learning: The perpetual challenge. Language and Computers, 
42(1), 107–117. 
Kachru, Y. (2008). Language variation and corpus linguistics. World Englishes, 27(1), 1–8. 
Kinberg, N., & Abu-Khadra, F. (1987). Causal and Adversative Meanings of the Particle lākin in 
Arabic. Journal of the American Oriental Society, 761–765. 
Kövecses, Z., & Radden, G. (1998). Metonymy: Developing a cognitive linguistic view. 
Cognitive Linguistics (includes Cognitive Linguistic Bibliography), 9(1), 37–78. 
Lewis, D. (2006). Contrastive analysis of adversative relational markers, using comparable 
corpora. Pragmatic Markers in Contrast. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 139–153. 
Lewis, D. M. (2006). Discourse markers in English: a discourse-pragmatic view. Approaches to 
Discourse Particles, 43–60. 
Lewis, D. M. (2014). Discourse patterns in the development of discourse markers in English. 
Functions of Language, 21(1), 95–118. 
Lichtenberk, F. (1991). Semantic change and heterosemy in grammaticalization. Language, 475–
509. 
McCarthy, M. (2002). Good listenership made plain. Using Corpora to Explore Linguistic 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  107 
 
Variation, 49–71. 
McCarthy, M. (2003). Talking back:― Small‖ interactional response tokens in everyday 
conversation. Research on Language and Social Interaction, 36(1), 33–63. 
McCarthy, M., O‘Keeffe, A., & Walsh, S. (2010). Vocabulary matrix: Understanding, learning, 
teaching. Heinle, Cengage Learning. 
McEnery, T., Xiao, R., & Tono, Y. (2006). Corpus-based language studies: an advanced 
resource book. London; New York: Routledge. 
Mestre de Caro, P. (2013). Considerations on verbal politeness in the foreign language 
classroom: some examples in French and Spanish. Lenguaje, 41(2), 407–426. 
Murphy, B. (2012). Exploring response tokens in Irish English—a multidisciplinary approach: 
Integrating variational pragmatics, sociolinguistics and corpus linguistics. International 
Journal of Corpus Linguistics, 17(3), 325–348. 
Nunan, D. (1999). Second Language Teaching & Learning. ERIC. 
O Keeffe, A., & Adolphs, S. (2008). Response tokens in British and Irish discourse: Corpus, 
context and variational pragmatics. PRAGMATICS AND BEYOND NEW SERIES, 178, 
69. 
O‘Keeffe, A., Clancy, B., & Adolphs, S. (2011). Introducing pragmatics in use. Taylor & Francis. 
O‘keeffe, A., McCarthy, M., & Carter, R. (2007). From corpus to classroom: Language use and 
language teaching. Cambridge University Press. 
Pawley, A., & Syder, F. H. (1983). Two puzzles for linguistic theory: Nativelike selection and 
nativelike fluency. Language and Communication, 191, 225. 
Perry Jr, F. L. (2011). Research in applied linguistics: Becoming a discerning consumer. Taylor 
& Francis. 
Rossari, C. (2006). Formal properties of a subset of discourse markers: connectives. Approaches 
to Discourse Particles, 1, 299–314. 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  108 
 
Roulet, E. (2006). The description of text relation markers in the Geneva model of discourse 
organization. Approaches to Discourse Particles. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 115–131. 
Schiffrin, D. (1988). Discourse markers. Cambridge University Press. 
Schmitt, N. (2004). Formulaic sequences: Acquisition, processing, and use (Vol. 9). John 
Benjamins Publishing. 
Seferoğlu, G. (2008). Using feature films in language classes. Educational Studies, 34(1), 1–9. 
Sinclair, J. (1996). The search for units of meaning. na. 
Sinclair, J. (2003). Reading concordances: an introduction. Pearson Longman. 
Sperber, D., Wilson, D., He, Z. (然自何)·, & Ran, Y. (平永冉)·. (1986). Relevance: 
Communication and cognition. 
Stenström, A.-B. (2006). The Spanish discourse markers o sea and pues and their English 
correspondences. Pragmatic Markers in Contrast, 155–172. 
Svartvik, J. (1980). Well in conversation. Studies in English Linguistics for Randolph Quirk, 5, 
167–177. 
Sweester, E. (1990). From etymology to pragmatics. Cambridge Studies in Linguistics, 54. 
Taylor, C. J. (2004). The language of film: corpora and statistics in the search for authenticity. 
Notting Hill (1998), a case study. Miscelánea: A Journal of English and American 
Studies, (30), 71–86. 
Taylor, D. (1994). Inauthentic authenticity or authentic inauthenticity. TESL-EJ, 1(2), 1–11. 
Tomalin, B. (1986). Video. TV and Radio in the English Class. London: Macmillan Publishers. 
Traugott, E. C., & Dasher, R. B. (2001). Regularity in semantic change (Vol. 97). Cambridge 
University Press. 
Trillo, J. R. (2002). The pragmatic fossilization of discourse markers in non-native speakers of 
English. Journal of Pragmatics, 34(6), 769–784. 
Tūnisī, ʻAbbās, Sawi, L., & Massoud, S. (2010). Kalaam gamiil: an intensive course in Egyptian 
CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  109 
 
colloquial Arabic. Volume 1 Volume 1. Cairo: American University In Cairo Press. 
Underwood, J. (2002). Language learning and interactive TV. 
Waltereit, R. (2006). The rise of discourse markers in Italian: a specific type of language change. 
Fischer, K.(éd.): Approaches to Discourse Particles. Amsterdam et Al.: Elsevier, 61–76. 
Wardhaugh, R. (2006). An introduction to sociolinguistic 5th edition. Australia: Blackwell 
Publishing. 
Wilson, D., & Sperber, D. (1993). Linguistic form and relevance. Lingua, 90(1), 1–25. 
Wray, A. (2002). Formulaic language and the lexicon (Vol. 5). Cambridge University Press 
Cambridge. 
Yoshimi, D. R. (2001). Explicit instruction and JFL learner‟ s use of interactional discourse 
markers. Pragmatics in Language Teaching, 223–244. 
Zeevat, H. (2005). A dynamic approach to discourse particles. Approaches to Discourse 



























 snoitcnuF gnikraM-esruocsiD ssorca a'ab fo noitubirtsiD 1 elbaT
 
 tnemeganaM lanosrepretnI ecnerehoC
 fo dnE tsartnoC
 retnuocnE








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 stcA hceepS ssorca a'ab fo noitubirtsiD 2 elbaT
 














































































































































































































































































 snoitisoP esualC tnereffiD ni a'ab fo noitubirtsiD 3 elbaT
 





















































































































































































































































































  esualC eht ni noitisoP dna  noitcnuF a'ab neewteb noitcaretnI 4 elbaT
 
 tnemeganaM lanosrepretnI ecnerehoC
 fo dnE tsartnoC
 retnuocnE























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 sepyT ecnetneS ssorca a'ab fo noitubirtsiD 5 elbaT
 















































































































































































































































































  epyT ecnetneS dna  noitcnuF a'ab neewteb noitcaretnI 6 elbaT
 
 tnemeganam lanosrepretnI ecnerehoC
 fo dnE tsartnoC
 retnuocne








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 a gnitagitiM tnesnoc gniviG



















































































































































 sepyT tcA hceepS ssorca beyyaṭ fo noitubirtsiD 8 elbaT
 

















































 snoitisoP esualC tnereffiD ni beyyaṭ fo noitubirtsiD 9 elbaT
 





























































































































































 a gnitagitiM tnesnoc gniviG










































































































































































 sepyT ecnetnes tnereffiD ni beyyaṭ fo noitubirtsiD 11 elbaT
 


























































































































































 a gnitagitiM tnesnoc gniviG










































































 evitagorretnI evitagorretnI evitagorretnI









































































































 a gnitagitiM tnesnoc gniviG















































































































































































































































































 sepyT tcA hceepS ssorca baṭ fo noitubirtsiD 41 elbaT
 
















































































































































































































































































































































































CORPUS-BASED STUDY OF THREE ECA DISCOURSE MARKERS  161 
 
 
 
